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1) Scientific Significance

Does the manuscript represent a substantial contribution to scientific progress within
the scope of this journal (substantial new concepts, ideas, methods, or data)?

The authors discovered an error in an older version of the calculation program, which
had been designed for the NIOSH method at the time, not meant for the IMPROVE
method. Rather than do such an extensive study, it would have been better to simply
contact the manufacturer to either alert them, or obtain a current corrected version.
In fact, toward the end it appears they did this, yet only presented the results with no

C296

http://www.atmos-meas-tech-discuss.net
http://www.atmos-meas-tech-discuss.net/7/C296/2014/amtd-7-C296-2014-print.pdf
http://www.atmos-meas-tech-discuss.net/7/377/2014/amtd-7-377-2014-discussion.html
http://www.atmos-meas-tech-discuss.net/7/377/2014/amtd-7-377-2014.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/


AMTD
7, C296–C297, 2014

Interactive
Comment

Full Screen / Esc

Printer-friendly Version

Interactive Discussion

Discussion Paper

comments.

2) Scientific Quality

Are the scientific approaches and applied methods valid? Are the results discussed in
an appropriate and balanced way (consideration of related work, including appropriate
references)?

Good

3) Presentation Quality

Are the scientific results and conclusions presented in a clear, concise, and well struc-
tured way (number and quality of figures/tables, appropriate use of English language)?

Good

For final publication, the manuscript should be rejected - due to the fact that few users
would still have such an older version, it seems of little interested even to the users of
such an instrument, and therefore certainly not of general interest.
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