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This article presents work from the deployment of low cost air quality sensors in high
grid network around San Francisco Bay Area focusing mainly on alternative approach
for field calibration of the low cost toxic gas sensors (CO, NO, NO2, O3) for some
of the challenges described previously in literature. With the growing interest in the
application of low cost sensors in air quality monitoring, the method presented here will
add to the existing literature in this field. The manuscript is well written and the authors
adequately describe their approach, validating the method by comparing to reference
methods for the monitored gas species. | will like the authors to clarify a few points and
some minor corrections outlined below.

C1

Main comments

While most of the subsection in section 3 (Model for Field Calibration) are well pre-
sented, section 3.2 needs more clarification. What do the authors mean by “properly
calibrated time derivative” in P6, line 24?7 Some of the description is not clear enough,
lines 16-18.

As a general practice, | will like the authors to include the duration of the data used
in generation the statistics and for some of the figures as this will allow the reader to
put the result in context. For instance, Table 3, P21 shows the MAE of O3 without any
information on the data period, none of these matches the 6.88 ppb MAE present for
0O3in P9, line 9.

Can the authors explain why the O3 data shown in figure 8 appears to have a better
noise < 11ppb (20) quoted for the lab tests? What are the temporal resolutions of the
data presented in this figure? The reader will benefit if this information is included in
figure caption or main text.

The authors need to clarify the VCO, VNO etc. in equations 1-4. Is this the voltage
difference of the “working” and “auxiliary” electrodes or the just the “working” electrode.

Minor corrections
P.2, line 16, there is track change
P. 3, line 7: the Shusterman el al. reference is missing in the references.

P.4, lines 10-11: rewrite equations 3 and 4, suggest putting the cross interference terms
(rNO-NO2 x NO ambient) in bracket.

P.9, line 7, this should read Eqn 5 not 7.
P14, add scale to figure 1, advise including image of deployed node in figure 2.
| suggest including the temperature plot in figure 8.
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Several figures (Fig. 3, 4, 6 and 8) need to be replotted with legible axis labels.

A general comment, the authors should make sure numbers in chemical formulae are
in subscript form.
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