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We would like to thank William Sturges for the constructive comments. In the following document, the 

reviewers’ comments are marked in italic font and indented, our answers are in regular font. Changes 

in the manuscript are marked-up in red and listed as framed screenshots below the respective 

comment. The line numbers in our listed changes refer to the marked-up version of the revised 

manuscript, that is provided separately. 

Point-by-Point reply 
1. My only comment would be that, for the sake of anyone not working directly on AirCores, 

this would benefit from having a little more explanatory text. E.g. under Section 2.1, a 

clearer summary of these steps that does not require reference to Engel et al. would make 

reading/understanding much easier. 

Thank you for your constructive comment. We added more explanatory text to Section 2.1 in the 

revised version of the manuscript: 

 

 

We also updated the subsequent numeration of equations (not shown here). 



2. L.15 add “positive” to “bias” 

Done. 

3. L.16 “shown” not “uncovered” 

Done. 

4. L.17 “to be represented by possible empirical” 

Thanks for your suggestion. We decided to put the statement in different words to make it more 

accurate in the revised version of the manuscript: 

 

5. L.19 is it +/- 120 m or +120 offset? 

It’s ±120 m. Added this.  

 

6. L.50 “needs to be attributed to positional data” – doesn’t it just need altitudinal data? 

Lat/Long you’d get from GPS, wouldn’t you? 

Thanks for your suggestion. Indeed, the statement in the original manuscript was inaccurate. We 

decided to stick to the term “positional”, since this statement is not restricted to passive AirCore 

sampling but also holds true for active AirCores. In all cases it’s the molar amount of gas during the 

sampling process that is matched to the analysis time series. GPS altitude is not needed for this 

process, albeit it is one of the desired variables. It is not treated differently from Lat/Long data in this 

matching process. We clarified this in the updated version of the manuscript:  

 

 

7. L.90 what is the push gas made of? 

We provided relevant information in the updated version of the manuscript: 

 

And three lines below: 

 



8. Fig. 1 is quite tough to follow unless you have a little more background 

Thanks for pointing that out. We added explanatory text in the updated version of the manuscript: 

 

 

9. L.102 what does “PG resp. a calibration standard” mean? I didn’t understand this. 

We added labels to the transfer lines in Fig. 1a and referred to them in the caption in the updated 

version of the manuscript in order to make it more comprehensible: 

 

 

10. L104 I am not clear about “only tubing involved at the start of the AirCore measurement is 

coloured”; what is meant by “involved” – it's all involved isn’t it? 

Thanks for pointing that out. We rephrased it in the updated version: 

 

 

11. L.117 not clear what “starting point in the analysis” refers to. 

Thanks for pointing that out. We rephrased it in the updated version, in order to make it clearer: 

 



12. L.129 how high is high CO? 

Good point. We added information about standard gas CO mixing ratios from recent campaigns for 

clarity and improved our description of the measurements in the updated version of the manuscript: 

 

 

13. L.131 maybe explain how “Cal gas is used to distinguish between PG and FG”? 

We extended the statement in the updated version of the manuscript: 

 

 

14. L.189 what does “fastening valve” mean? I’ve not heard of this before (shutoff valve?). 

Instead of “fastening type” we now call it “mounting hardware”: 

 

 

15. Fig. 8 It took a while for me to realise that the steps in the curve related to the three 

diameters of tubing - maybe point this out from the start? 

Thank you for your feedback. This has also been pointed out by Anna Karion. We added one sentence 

for clarification: 

 


