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Dear Authors, As myself a regular user of APS instrument, this is a very nice study.
I have two general questions. Do you see any trend between the time lag (last cali-
bration and intercomparison workshop) and instrument performance? Does the new
instrument (ID = TROPOS F) performed any better than others? It is concluded that
the instrument sizing accuracy is best within the range from 0.9 to 3.0 um and results
below 0.9 um should be rejected. These results are based on instrument-to-instrument
comparison, and I think it would be misleading to apply these general conclusions to
newer instrument as it performed fairly well (figure 4). Any thoughts? Thanks.
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