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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it offers a comprehensive and methodical comparison of various water activity estimation models utilized to characterize the hygroscopic growth of urban aerosols. The study enhances comprehension of the impact of aerosol composition on water absorption across diverse humidity levels by employing and assessing various theoretical frameworks within the Köhler paradigm. The findings are particularly significant for atmospheric modeling, cloud condensation nuclei research, and climate-related studies, where precise depiction of aerosol hygroscopicity is crucial. In general, the work gives useful information that can help improve aerosol parameterizations in both regional and global atmospheric models.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is appropriate and accurately conveys the study's content, scope, and objectives. It makes it clear that the main parts of the manuscript are hygroscopic growth models, methods for estimating water activity, and urban aerosols. So, there is no need for a different title.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is mostly complete and clearly explains the study's goal, methods, and main results. It does a good job of summarizing the use of different hygroscopic growth and water activity models and pointing out the most important comparative results. But the abstract could be better if it included a short sentence about what the results mean for other fields, like climate studies or modeling the atmosphere. There don't need to be any major deletions, but some minor changes are suggested to make the writing clearer and more powerful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The theoretical framework is robust and grounded in Köhler theory, as well as widely recognized concepts of hygroscopic growth and water activity. The methodology is clearly explained, OPAC 4.0 is the right tool for the study's goals, and the statistical analyses are done correctly. The results and discussions are presented logically and align with existing literature, demonstrating that the scientific methodology and conclusions are robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are mostly enough and appropriate for the study's goals. They include important classical works and well-known studies on aerosol modeling, hygroscopic growth, and water activity. Most of the references do a good job of supporting the theoretical and methodological framework, but the manuscript would be better if it included a few more recent studies (from the last 5–7 years) on aerosol hygroscopicity and urban aerosol characterization. This is a small suggestion, though, and it doesn't have a big impact on the scientific quality of the manuscr.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language and English in the article are good enough for academic writing, and the scientific meaning is mostly clear throughout the manuscript. There are, however, some grammar mistakes, small typos, and sentences that are too long or too many times that could be fixed to make the text easier to read. To make the text clearer and easier to read, it is best to carefully edit or proofread the language. There is no need to rewrite it completely.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	no

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	no
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