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Comment 1.  “The manuscript “Measurement of enantiomer ratios for five monoterpenes from six conifer 
species by cartridge tube-based passive sampling adsorption/thermal desorption (ps-ATD)" by Wang et al., 
presents a passive sampling desorption technique used to analyze specific VOCs from conifer/plant 
emissions. Specifically, five monoterpenes and their +/- enantiomers are analyzed.  The manuscript is well 
presented and well organized. The main strength of this study is the presentation of a method that can be 
easy to use delivering sound results. The manuscript is overall worthy of publication after addressing a few 
minor comments.” 
Response 1.  Accepted.  The authors thank the reviewer for this favorable comment. 
 
Comment 2.  “What would increase the strength of this study is a comparison with existing methods for the 
detection of plant-emitted chiral biogenic VOCs. This topic is addressed in Table 1 but a discussion within the 
main text on how the existing methods compare to the proposed method will further highlight the 
importance of this study. It looks like other works in literature discuss the measurement of the same species 
measured here. How do they compare? What would make the suggested method better than what has been 
already used?” 
Response 2.  Accepted.  The authors agree that the text would benefit by addition of some elaboration of 
the material in Table 1.   It had been our intention to save words by letting Table 1 speak for itself and 
logically carry the reader through to the conclusions that we had intended the reader reach, but we see 
now that this intent was perhaps demanding too much.   Accordingly, in a revised manuscript, we can 
modify the text to lay this out in a logical manner, referring appropriately to the material in Table 1.    
 
Comment 3.  “Line 45. I wouldn’t just advertise the method precision as “excellent” unless an objective 
parameter is given so that the reader can see for himself/herself that the precision is indeed very good.” 
Response 3.  Accepted.  The reviewer makes a good point that more elaboration is required in the paper on 
the method precision, and we are planning an enhanced discussion of the subject in a revised manuscript, 
particularly as regards how the method precision is affected both by the total abundance of an enantiomer 
pair and equally importantly by the percent of the (−) enantiomer.   For the latter point, note here that 
when a (−) enantiomer is present at decreasing percentage of the +/− total, then the precision for that 
percentage will be degraded even as measuring the percentage of the + enantiomer becomes increasingly 
precise. 
 
Comment 4.  “Line 74. Please give some example of which solvent are commonly used.” 
Response 4.  No changes needed.  This information actually is already in Table 1 (hexane has been most 
common), but we can make this clear in a revised manuscript, per our response to Comment 2.   
 
 
 



Comment 5.  “Line 105. Is the altitude agl or asl?” 
Response 5.  Accepted.   The altitudes are “above sea level”, and this will be made clear in a revised 
manuscript. 
  
Comment 6.  “Lines 106-108. I wonder if these last two sentences should be moved to the next section.” 
Response 6.  Not Accepted.   Each section needs its own explanation of how the samples were cut from the 
plants. 
 
Comment 7.  “Line 143. Please indicate which gas was used as carrier.”    
Response 7.  Accepted.   The carrier gas used was helium, and this information can easily be added in a 
revised manuscript.  
 
Comment 8.  “Line 177. Should that “during” be eliminated?” 
Response 8.  Accepted.    The first “during” in that line will be deleted in a revised manuscript. 
 
Comment 9.  Line 189-190. Please give more details on why this assumption was considered excellent given 
that it was unverified. 
Response 9.  Accepted.    It is well documented that gas molecules with the same molecular weight and 
same approximate volume have essentially the same gas phase diffusion coefficients in air.  This is 
demonstrated in Fuller’s Equation, as discussed in some detail in 
https://acp.copernicus.org/articles/14/9233/2014/acp-14-9233-2014.pdf.  This can be explained per the 
reviewer’s request in a revised manuscript. 
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