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Overall comments.

In this paper, the authors described detailed experiment assessment of the perfor-
mance of several filter radiometers for the measurement of the photolysis frequency
j-(O1D). Although these radiometers have been somewhat superseded by the use of
spectroradiometers, as the authors point out, the literature still suggests that the use of
these radiometers is still widespread in the atmospheric chemistry community and still
provide valuable data on this photolysis frequency especially when spectroradiometer
are not available.

The paper describes several important findings about the nature of these radiometers
and describes how to employ necessary instrument corrections for the future use of
filter radiometers. In addition, which was encouraging to see, the authors re-evaluated
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the data from a previous field campaign to ascertain the effect of the new corrections
on literature data. The paper is well written and its scope is within the parameters
for publication in AMTD following some clarifications I feel would help the reader in
understanding the experimental work done here.

Specific comments.

Section 2.2, Following their dismantling, the lab characteristics of the instruments are
compared. The authors discuss the parameter Drel and how it was measured from
280-500nm. This "tail" in the sensitivity is discussed in section 3.2 with respect to the
potential of counting photons in this region as signal and hence, incorrectly assessing
j-(O1D). Although section 3.2 explains this feature, upon first reading it was unclear
to me why this spectral region was considered as this is clearly far beyond the normal
spectral window of j-(O1D) of 290-340nm. I feel that this section should be reworded or
this section merged with section 3.2 to make it clear why such a broad spectral window
was evaluated. As this is one of the most important findings of the paper, it would help
the reader greatly if this was clarified.

Figure 3: The authors describe the performance of the instruments at the peak and at
the tail of the wavelength ranges tested but say nothing about the strange increase in
sensitivity (Drel) that is seen in all instruments at around 340nm. I do not understand
why all of the radiometers tested show this apparent increase at the traditional wave-
length "cut off" for j-(O1D) and this feature should be explained, even if it is removed
by the application of the filter described in the paper as shown in Figure 4. Is this some
sort of artifact in the PMT response of the instruments?

Conclusion Clearly, the paper describes the improvements made in the determination
of j-(O1D) by filter radiometer. As j-(O1D) is the driving force for much of the OH
chemistry of the troposphere, it might be useful to include a few sentences on how at-
mospheric chemists that determined OH concentrations derived from the j-(O1D) data
provided by filter radiometer could benefit from the new and improved determinations of
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j-(O1D). I assume that the correction factors would be small enough to not significantly
affect OH concentrations (which of course, rely on several production and loss steps),
but it would be perhaps useful for the authors to add a few sentences on whether they
feel literature data of OH should be re-evaluated based on their findings.

Minor comments

Page 4: Line 13: Sentence should read, "The outdoor units were connected to external
power via 10-20m cables" rather that the other way around.

Page 8, Line 33: Sentence should read, "The quality of the data is now very similar",
rather than the other way around.
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