
Generating aerosol particles via dry dispersion is a non-trivial task in aerosol research, 

though a number of techniques have been proposed and used. Roesch et al. have described 

and developed a simple 3D printed fluidized bed generator, and evaluated its performance by 

dispersing Arizona Test Dust. This instrument can be very useful in mineral dust aerosol 

research. I would recommend it for final publication after the following comments are 

properly addressed. 

Major comments: 

The generator can generate aerosol with total concentrations up to ~150 cm-3 if 0.5 g 

ATD sample is added into the generator. For aerosol research, monodisperse particles are 

typically required. Therefore, if the aerosol flow exiting the generator is passed through a 

DMA to produce monodisperse aerosol, the resulted aerosol concentration might be very low. 

This may largely limit the applicability of this generator.  

Minor comments: 

Page 1, line 20-23: In addition to Garimella et al. (2014), there are a number of studies 

showing that wet generation could change the physicochemical properties of mineral dust 

particles, including Sullivan et al. (2010) and Kumar et al. (2011). This issue has also been 

discussed by a recent review paper (Tang et al., 2016). 

Page 2, line 11-14: I do not agree with the statement “These techniques require multiple 

instruments and supervision of the generation setup”. As pointed out in the same paragraph, 

those generators are actually very simple and only require a flask and a shaker. I believe the 

major drawback is that particle number concentration typically shows fast and large variation 

(e.g., Tang et al., 2015). 

Figures 4-5: Could authors briefly explain in figure captions what each stages are 

actually doing? This will help readers better understand these two figures. 

Technical comments: 

I suggest authors should carefully check the entire manuscript as there are quite a lot of 

places where typos and grammatical issues occur. Below I only provide a few examples: 

Page 1, line 8: should it be “due to either rarity or expense”? 

Page 1, line 20: change “require they first be made…” to “require them first to be 

made…”? 

Page 1, line 26: change “needed or for…” to “needed for…”? 

Page 2, line 25: delete “But” or change it to “However”? 

Page 3, line 17: the last sentence in this paragraph is grammatically incorrect. 



Page 5, line 8: The first sentence is awkward. We do not perform time-series. What we 

can perform is measurement. 

Page 5, line 24: change “as function” to “as a function”. 

Page 6, line 6: should the more professional terminology be “cloud condensation 

nucleation and ice nucleation potential”? 
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