
We thank both reviewers for their valuable comments. The reviewers’ comments are
listed below and are followed by our replies (in italics).

Anonymous Referee #1

This manuscript describes analyses of data collected on the abundance of highly
oxidized molecules in a forested environment as part of a comprehensive field
campaign. Key to the analysis are observations above and below the forest canopy,
which, in principle, allows assessment of flux terms applicable to HOMs. The
approaches are well‐described and appropriate caveats are clearly stated.

The main issue of concern to this reviewer is the use of two instruments for
measurement of HOMs (CP‐APi‐TOF instruments) that were not side‐by‐side
intercompared over the range of molecular and radical species in the laboratory nor in
the field. A single sentence (lines 179‐181) states that a laboratory intercomparison was
conducted with a permeation tube (not stating what molecules were emitted by the tube)
and the results showed good agreement with the relative transmission efficiency
experiments. In this approach, assumptions were made as to when the two instruments
at two heights (1 m and 36 m) should agree. From this, relatively sensitivities between
the two instruments were derived (pages 7 and 8). The sensitivity ratio of the two
instruments ranged from about 2 to more than 10, depending on the m/z values. Such
large differences require significantly more experiments and demonstration than
presented in this paper, to convince the reader that the conclusions that arise are valid.
This reviewer sees this as a fatal flaw in this manuscript. This is a major point that leads
to the recommendation of reconsideration of this manuscript after revisions to address
this important point. There are also other issues that should be addressed, as described
below.

The reviewer is indeed correct to point out this concern. We shared this concern when
starting our initial analyses and critically examined the mass spectra from both
instruments with this in mind already before proceeding with the analyses presented
in the original manuscript. In the process we became convinced that the differences
were indeed real, and not purely instrumental artifacts. Unfortunately, we failed to
include enough of such data in the manuscript, as both reviewers pointed out. This
has now been amended in the revised version, and we believe that we now clearly
show that the differences are due to variations in atmospheric composition between
the two heights, and not a result of instrumental changes.

The instrument in the tower had been part of the site’s continuous measurements since
2014, and the ground instrument was deployed in 2016. It is extremely unfortunate
that a direct side-by-side inter-comparison was not done at the time of the
deployment, as it would have greatly facilitated the data analysis. However, as a first



step to validate a comparison, we used a permeation tube with trinitrotriazinane,
detected as C3H6N6O6·NO3

- (m/z 284) and (C3H6N6O6)2·NO3
- (m/z 506) located in the

HOM monomer and dimer range, respectively, and the same permeation source was
connected in the same manner first to one instrument and then to the other. The
results supported the increasing relative transmission efficiency (TE) curve presented
in Fig. 1.

Now we added these inter-comparison results to Figure 1 and modified the text to:

“Additionally, an inter-comparison between the two instruments with a permeation
tube containing trinitrotriazinane (C3H6N6O6) was conducted in the field right after
the campaign. The results showed good agreements with the relative TE, lending
confidence to the method used here…”

To validate the large differences (nearly an order of magnitude) between observed
HOM concentrations during inversion nights, we also added two figures and text in
section 4.4 to show more temporal and spectral details of the changes between the
instruments. We believe the presented figures unambiguously show that the changes
are a result of different chemistry at the two heights due to decoupled layers, rather
than e.g. temperature or RH-driven instrumental changes (as suggested by reviewer
2). The added section is inserted below:

“From the measurement side, one major concern was the comparability between our
two CI-APi-TOF mass spectrometers. In the worst case, our conclusion might be
biased if instrument responses changed due to some parameter that correlated with
the observed inversions. The main parameters in this case would be ambient
temperature and RH. As both instruments were located in temperature-controlled
containers and the sample flow was mixed 1:2 with dry sheath air in the CI-APi-TOF
drift tube, neither of these were expected to yield such large changes. However, for
confirmation, we compared the detailed spectral evolution during days and nights of
the study. Figure 8 shows an example of hourly changes of the ratios between tower
and ground HOMs, over a 24h period without nighttime temperature inversion
(September 11). During this period, ambient temperatures changed from 19.1 ℃
(12:00 LT) to 8.8 ℃ (07:00 LT) at ground level, and from 17.9 ℃ to 8.1 ℃ at tower
level. Ambient RHs also increased from 72 % to 96 % at ground level, and from 74 %
to 98 % at tower level. While some scatter is visible in the 200-300 Th range during
some parts of the night, good agreement was observed between the two instruments
throughout the night, despite large variability in temperatures and RHs.



Figure 8 Hourly changes of the ratios between estimated tower and ground HOM concentrations from September 11, 12:00 to September 12, 11:00 (non-inversion night).
Markers are sized by ground HOM concentrations and colored by O3 difference between tower and ground (ܱଷ೟೚ೢ೐ೝ −ܱଷ೒ೝ೚ೠ೙೏). Hourly ambient temperatures at ground (Tg)

and tower (Tt) levels, and RH at ground (RHg) and tower (RHt) levels are shown in each subplot.



Figure 9 Hourly changes of the ratios between estimated tower and ground HOM concentrations from September 8, 12:00 to September 9, 11:00 (inversion night). Markers
are sized by ground HOM concentrations and colored by O3 difference between tower and ground (ܱଷ೟೚ೢ೐ೝ −ܱଷ೒ೝ೚ೠ೙೏). Hourly ambient temperatures at ground (Tg) and

tower (Tt) levels, and RH at ground (RHg) and tower (RHt) levels are shown in each subplot.



In contrast, during a 24h period with nighttime temperature inversion (September 8,
shown in Figure 9), the ratios agreed well only during daytime (from 12:00 to 17:00,
and 09:00-11:00 on the next day). Between these periods, temperature and RH were
most of the time in the same range as on September 11 (when no strong deviations
were observed), but now the HOM behavior changed dramatically between the two
heights. The ratios increased from ~1 (during daytime) up to ~20 at 07:00 for some of
the measured molecules.

Figures 8 and 9 clearly imply that the large differences between ground and tower
HOM concentrations were driven by temperature inversions and consequent changes
in the composition of the air in the two detached layers. Large changes in HOMs were
observed only when the ground temperature was lower than the tower temperature
and when the ozone concentration at ground level was several ppb lower. Absolute
temperatures or RHs at the two heights were not able to explain the changes. As a
concrete example, good agreement was observed at 07:00, September 12, while
ambient temperatures were low (ground and tower temperatures were 9.3 ℃ and
8.6 ℃, respectively) and RHs were high (ground and tower RHs were 92 % and 96 %,
respectively), but large deviations were found at 20:00, September 8, when higher
temperatures (ground and tower temperatures were 10.2 ℃ and 12.1 ℃, respectively)
and lower RHs (ground and tower RHs were 88 % and 76 %, respectively) were
observed. In other words, neither low temperatures nor high RHs caused large
changes to our instruments. Instead, the large discrepancies between the two CI-APi-
TOFs were only observed when other key parameters (like ozone) were found to
deviate considerably between the two heights.”

Page 2, line 32.  Suggest rewording “…attached to the forest floor.”
Modified.

Page 2, line 37.  Suggest “This could, in turn, influence interpretation of the
growth…”
Modified.

Page 3, line 60.  Were the HOM clusters in the laboratory experiments also
“naturally charged”?
Yes.

Page 3, line 79.  Suggest “…compounds, with masses between…”
Modified.



Page 3, line 84.  Suggest “…compounds, with masses between…”.  In the
dimerization of RO2 radicals, what is the chemical mechanism, and what types of
molecules are formed (peroxy radicals, organic peroxides, ROOR, etc.)?

Modified.
The exact chemical mechanism of RO2 radical’s dimerization is still under discussion,
and therefore we did not go into details about this in the manuscript. However, recent
studies (Ehn et al., 2014; Jokinen et al., 2014; Berndt et al., 2018) have shown strong
support for the following pathway:
ܴܱଶ + ܴ′ܱଶ → ܴܱܱܴᇱ + ܱଶ

which is the “HOM dimer” in the manuscript. We also add two more references
(Jokinen et al., 2014; Berndt et al., 2018) to the sentence now.

Page 4, line 91.  Suggest rewording.  Do you mean oxidants of monoterpenes that
product HOMs, or oxidants of HOMs producing other molecules or radicals?
Modified. Now the sentence is

“Unsurprisingly, the oxidants producing HOMs (e.g. O3) were found almost uniformly
distributed within the well-mixed daytime boundary layer”.

Page 4, line 95.  Is the term “sub‐canopy” typical used, or would “below canopy”
and/or “in canopy” be better?
Modified. Now the three terms are unified as “below the canopy”.

Page 4, line 108.  It is stated that the lower inlet is at 1.5 m, which is different than
stated on page 5, line 131.  Suggest making everything consistent.
Modified. The height of lower inlet is ~1.5m.

Page 5, line 118‐119.  Suggest “…southeast of the site, and from the city area of
Tampere...”
Modified.

Page 5, line 124.  Should “April” be “August”?
According to the cited references, “April” is correct because nocturnal boundary
layer has not been measured in August.

Page 5, line 128‐129.  Suggest “…deployed at the top…”
Modified.

Page 6, line 138.  Suggest rewording “…then converged to the center…”
Modified. Now the expression is “then centered to an ion reaction tube”.

Page 6, line 146.  Suggest “..stack of ion lenses guided the ions…”
Modified.



Page 6, line 153.  Are you missing a summation sign before the “M” in the
numerator?
Corrected.

Page 6, line 164‐165.  While it is true that absolute HOM concentrations are not as
important in this work, the relative sensitivity of the two instruments is of critical
importance (see earlier comment).
See our first response above.

Page 7, line 180‐181.  Since the permeation tube experiments could potentially be
very important, much more detail needs to be given.  What is(are) the compound(s)
coming from the permeation tube?  What does “good” agreement mean?  Can the
results be included in Figure 1?
See our first response above.

Page 7, line 184.  How is the instrument tuned for maximum sensitivity at the largest
masses?
The sensitivity of a CI-APi-TOF can be tuned to maximize ion throughput at different
mass ranges by varying voltages and radiofrequencies applied to the guiding
quadrupoles in the instrument. Especially the quadrupole settings can increase the
throughput at larger masses at the expense of the smaller masses. In this study, the
tower CI-APi-TOF was tuned for maximum sensitivity at the highest masses.
We assumed a detailed discussion on this would become too technical in the
manuscript, but we now reformulated the sentence to:

“…the tower CI-APi-TOF had been tuned for higher sensitivity at the larger masses”.

Page 8, Figure 1.  Is there a theoretical reason to fit the data with a power law, or did
that simply provide a reasonable representation?
No, it just provided a reasonable representation.

Page 8, lines 195 to 197.  It is concerning that the various controlling parameters
were not measurements at precisely the same heights as the HOM measurements. It is
also concerning that these other measurements were 100 m away.  Can you provide
information that these differences did not affect the conclusions of this study?
Thousands of different parameters are measured at the SMEAR II station, and
therefore it is inevitable that not all of them are co-located. We could not totally rule
out the influence from other micrometeorological processes occurring in the space
between the different locations/heights, however, their contributions should be minor
compared to the dramatic changes observed in HOM concentrations. This matter was
also discussed in the study limitation part (section 4.4):



“…the contribution from the potential micrometeorological processes in the layer
between 1.5 m and 4.2 m (between the sampling heights of the ground HOMs and
other parameters) could not be estimated with the current experiment design (i.e.,
only two measurement heights). Similarly, the influence from horizontal advection
could not be entirely ruled out as a contributor to the reduced ground-level HOM
concentrations (and other significantly changed species), because of the possible
horizontal inhomogeneity of HOM precursors and oxidants below the canopy.
However, our conclusion was confirmed by the incompatibility between the increasing
ground MT and CO2 concentrations and the advection hypothesis (i.e., all species
would show similar tendencies if advection played a major role), indicating the
influence of horizontal and vertical advection is probably minor when compared to
the increasing sink.”

It could also be added that the main conclusion of our manuscript is that fixed-point
ground level observations should not automatically be assumed to always represent
the situation at higher altitudes. If large discrepancies were taking place also when
moving ~100m in the horizontal direction, this would only make our conclusions even
more important.

Page 8, line 200.  Suggest “…with a lower detection limit…”
Modified.

Page 8, line 202.  Suggest “…that had a lower detection limit…”
Modified.

Page 8, line 205.  Suggest”…lower detection limit of the NOx analyzer was…”
Modified.

Page 9, line 209.  Also concerning that the aerosol measurements were not made at
the same heights at the HOM measurements.  What impact could this have?
No significant impact, we only used aerosol measurements to calculate CS, and used
CS to indicate air mass change in our case studies, which will not influence our
conclusion. The aerosol particle lifetimes are on the order of days, and therefore
minimal changes are expected between the two heights, as has been verified in earlier
aerosol studies at the site.

Page 9, line 216.  Suggest “…averaging intervals, except for the MT (in 1‐hour
averaging intervals).”
Modified.

Page 9, line 227‐229.  Suggest “The mean air temperature and RH observed at
ground level were…, and at the tower level were…”.
Modified.



Page 9, line 230‐231.  Suggest providing statistics for temperature, RH, and O3
separately for daytime and nighttime.
Modified.

Page 9, line 222 and page 10, line 223.  This statement is confusing.  The NOx
detection limit is 50 pptv (line 205), so how does this relate to mean +/‐ standard
deviation values given.  Need a bit more text to describe what was done statistically,
and what the results say.
The text was changed to:

“The O3 concentrations measured at ground and tower levels were 21 ± 8 ppbv and
25 ± 6 ppbv, respectively.”, and “…the mean NOx concentrations were mostly around
the reported detection limit at 0.4 ± 0.4 ppbv (ground) and 0.4 ± 0.5 ppbv (tower), …”

Page 20, line 235‐236.  Suggest “…were generally higher than those above…”
Modified.

Page 11, line 242.  Since the transmission efficiencies are not used in the reduction
of the data, this reviewer disagrees with the statement that the sum of the signals
between m/z 200 to 600 represents the total HOM concentration.  This needs some
reworking.  If the transmission efficiencies are not know, then suggest not giving
HOM concentrations, but perhaps HOM signals.
We had also considered this option, but ultimately concluded that since we know
roughly the HOM concentrations, it would be more useful for a reader to compare
actual concentrations, albeit they have high uncertainty. We tried to highlight this
uncertainty in section 3.2. by writing:

“an uncertainty of -50%/+100%, was used in calculating the HOM concentrations
for both instruments. Ultimately, the absolute HOM concentrations in this work are of
secondary importance, as we focus on the relative comparison of HOM
concentrations measured at different heights.”

And

“In comparison to the direct determination of TE (Heinritzi et al., 2016), this method
increases the uncertainty in the quantification of HOM concentrations. However, as
mentioned, a more accurate knowledge of the exact HOM concentrations would not
influence the main findings of this study.”

We now try to even further emphasize this uncertainty by changing all the “total
HOM concentration” to “estimated total HOM concentration”, and adding below
text to give a clearer statement in the manuscript:



“an uncertainty of at least -50%/+100%, was used in calculating the HOM
concentrations for both instruments. Ultimately, the absolute HOM concentrations in
this work are of secondary importance, as we focus on the relative comparison of
HOM concentrations measured at different heights.”

Page 11, line 246‐248.  Are the statistics for all the data, or just daytime or
nighttime?  The value after +/‐ is presumably the standard deviation.  This needs to
be stated. In the last sentence “these differences” are mentioned, but it needs to be
specifically stated which differences are being referred to (e.g. differences in the
means above and below (fairly small), differences in the medians (larger), etc.)?
The statistics were determined basing on the whole data. The value after the symbol
“±” had been defined as (1σ standard deviation, page 9, line 230) in section 4.1.
Additionally, there was an ~55% difference in mean values (~71% in median) between
the two heights, which is quite large.

Now the sentence is modified to:
“The causes of these differences (~ 55% in mean and ~71% in median) frame the
upcoming discussion.”

Page 11, line 252.  Suggest adding statistics to demonstrate HOM concentrations at
the two heights were not different during the day.
Added. Now the sentence is:

“The total HOM concentrations at the two heights were not different during the day
(mean ± 1σ standard deviation and median concentrations of 4.1 ± 2.3 ×108 cm-3 and
3.6 × 108 cm-3 at ground level, 4.3 ± 2.6 × 108 cm-3 and 4.0 × 108 cm-3 at tower level),
which ...”

Page 11, line 254.  Suggest a figure showing that the ratio (or some other metric) of
the HOM concentrations at the two heights did not change with time during the day.
Added, see Figure 8 and Figure 9.

Page 11, line 257.  Suggest including statistics and time dependence for the two
heights (as above) for nighttime data.
Added, see Figure 8 and Figure 9.

Page 11, line 258.  Suggest showing the temperature difference between the two
heights in Figure 2 to help clearly show when there are temperature inversions.
We have changed the temperature in Figure 2 from liner scale to log scale, which we
think serves the same purpose.

Page 11, line 261 and Figure 3.  Suggest giving statistics to support the statement
that there is good agreement around midday.
Added. Now the sentence is:



“…representing the concentrations around noontime (R2 = 0.89)…”

Page 11, line 264 and Figure 3.  Suggest giving statistics for nighttime HOM
concentrations to support the statement.
Added. Now the sentence is:

“The points indicating the nighttime total HOM concentrations were scattered (R2 =
0.28)…”

Page 12, line 270.  Suggest “…shows the mean mass spectra…” and “…UMR, for
m/z 200…” and remove “HOM measurements”
Modified.

Page 12, line 283.  Suggest “…strength and/or source‐sink…”
Modified.

Page 14, line 292.  Suggest adding “likely” or “probably” in “…level are likely
influenced by….”.
Modified.

Page 14, line 294‐296.  Suggest “…the potential impact of such micrometeorological
phenomena on ground level HOMs, for the nights during the campaign without
precipitation or instrument failure, were selected…”
Modified.

Page 14, line 297.  Suggest “…based on the occurrence of temperature inversions…”
Modified.

Page 14, line 299.  Suggest “…type category consisted of 6 nights...”.
Modified.

Page 14, line 301.  Suggest “…lower than tower…”
Modified.

Page 14, line 307.  Suggest “…above the canopy was relatively…”
Modified.

Page 14, line 310.  Is it known that there are higher VOC emissions near the ground
within forest canopies?  A reference or two would be good here.
Rantala et al., (2014) is added to the text.

Page 14, line 315.  Suggest “…similar in both categories and heights…”
Modified.



Page 16, Table 1.  This reviewer found the gray bars in the table (not the titles)
confusing.  Suggest configuring the table differently.
Modified.

Page 17, line 344 and Table 2.  Were these categories done for all conditions, all
times (looks like it is nighttime), and both heights?
Yes, this table only included the nighttime data and both heights.

Page 17, line 363.  Suggest “Roughly, Ri values in excess…” and “…stratified
conditions appreciably…”.
Modified.

Page 17, last paragraph and Figure 5.  Were these data for the ground level
measurements?
No, both ground and tower measurement data were involved in this paragraph and
Figure 5, except for CS (determined based on the data measured at 8m a.g.l.) which
was only used as an indicator of air mass change. The bulk Richardson number (Ri) is
a scale of the air stability, and was calculated using the meteorology data of both
ground and tower levels measurements. A detailed description was already given in
section 4.3.2. We modify below texts to make a clearer statement in the manuscript:

“Figure 5b shows the time series of the trace gases, MT, and HOM groups of both
ground and tower measurements during an “inversion night” case (September 8-9,
from 21:00 to 03:00).”

And

“The parameters measured at tower level were not significantly affected by strong Ri
fluctuations throughout the night, in contrast, significant variations were observed at
ground level.”

And the caption of Figure 5:

“Figure 1 (a) Time series of ground and tower concentrations of CO2, NOx, O3, MT,
and selected HOM groups in the selected “non-inversion night” (September 11), and
(b) “inversion night” (September 8). Ri is calculated with the meteorology data of
ground and tower levels. CS is determined based on the aerosol data measured at 8 m
above ground level.”

Page 19, line 381.  Suggest “…significant decreases after midnight.”
Modified.

Page 19, line 387.  Suggest “…HOM concentrations might…”



Modified.

Page 19, line 388.  Suggest “…but also due to some other processes such as
additional losses.”
Modified.

Page 19, line 391.  Suggest giving the location of the Alekseychik et al study.
Modified. The study was conducted in the same SMEAR II station. Now the expression
is:

“A previous study by Alekseychik et al., (2013) at SMEAR II station showed that…”.

Page 19, line 392.  Suggest “…Ri conditions in the…”
Modified.

age 19, line 396.  Suggest “…in significantly different O3…”
Modified.

Page 19, line 397.  See earlier comment about “sub‐canopy”.
Modified.

Page 20, top paragraph.  This reviewer found the use of T1, T2, etc confusing since
capital T is usually reserved for temperature.  Suggest using different symbols.
Modified. Now change to “N”.

Page 20, line 418.  Suggest “Note that these…”
Modified.

Page 20, line 421.  Suggest “area‐to‐volume ratio…”.
Modified.

Page 20, line 424.  See earlier comment about “sub‐canopy”.
Modified.

Page 22, line 452.  Suggest “…however, such an analysis might only indicate the
major…”
Modified.

Page 22, line 453.  Suggest “…holistic view of the entire mass spectrum…” or some
other rewording.
Modified.

Page 23, line 461.  Suggest “…large differences could…”
Modified.



Page 23, line 463.  Suggest “…disappeared on the…”
Modified.

Page 23, line 468.  Suggest “…limitations still exist in this…”
Modified.

Page 23, line 472.  Suggest “…influence of horizontal advection could not be
entirely ruled out as a contributor to...”
Modified.

Page 23, line 473.  Suggest “…HOM concentrations…”.  Suggest rewording
“largely changed species”
Modified. Now the sentence is:

“… HOM concentrations (and other significantly changed species)”

Page 23, line 473.  Suggest “…because of possible horizontal…”
Modified.

Page 23, line 477.  Suggest “…advection is probably minor…”
Modified.

Page 23, line 479.  Suggest “…evidence is still needed…”
Modified.

Page 23, line 479‐280.  Suggest “…which highlights the need for…”.  Also define
“joint vertical‐planar HOM studies”.
Modified, and now the sentence is:

“…which also highlights the need for joint vertical-planar HOM studies, measuring
both vertical and horizontal distribution of HOM concentrations.”

Page 23, line 484.  Suggest “…IBAIRN campaign that took place in September
2016.”
Modified.

Page 24, line 486.  Suggest “…that influence the abundance and trends of HOMs…”
Modified.

Page 24, lines 505‐507.  Suggest “…close to the ground, and the effect of boundary
layer…” and “…processes to HOM concentrations have…”
Modified.



Page 24, line 509.  Suggest “…HOM concentrations found in nocturnal inversion
situations.”
Modified. Now the expression is:

“…reduced HOM concentrations in the inversion nights.”

Page 24, line 510.  Suggest “Influence of boundary…”
Modified.

Page 27, line 582.  There is a typo in this reference.
Modified.
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Anonymous Referee #2

The article by Zha et al. touches on important but challenging issues of how the
extremely low volatility, highly oxidized molecules (HOMs aka ELVOC) behave
below and above the tree canopy. The article is generally clear and makes many
confident in- sights into the atmospheric variability of these molecules. Because these
molecules have high propensity to form SOA, such measurements are needed and
potentially valuable. However, I would have some important reservations to this
version of the manuscript about the data interpretation and QC/QA, but hopefully, this
can be successfully addressed by the authors.

Major
1) Two heights were chosen for measurements of HOMs by two different CI-APi-
TOF instruments. Although I agree with the other reviewer that this might be regarded
as a flaw, I think it does not have to be a critical flaw as long as there is a substantial
effort to ensure that the two instruments were in perfect agreement. I am surprised
why a portion of measurements was not conducted at the same height (either ground
or tower) by both instruments side by side first before moving on to measuring at two
heights. It is unfortunate because the collocated measurements would help to ensure
that the data reported by two instruments are indeed identical. I am concerned that it
might be difficult otherwise to demonstrate this, because there are numerous factors
that may affect the agreement between two different instruments apart from the
relative transmission. For example, fragmentation, clustering, declustering, or other
processes modulated by changes in ambient temperature and humidity may have
differed as a function of day, as a function of height, and over longer time scales in
either or both instruments. It is therefore really difficult to get convinced if the
differences are necessarily because of the height and not because of the differences in
each instrument’s quantification. A single point laboratory comparison of just the
relative transmission of two instruments does not seem sufficient, because of the
inability of assessing the factors which change over time. It would be ideal to
calibrate regularly the instruments independently and assess separately the deviation
from the theoretical transmission of the TOFs like in Heinritzi et al. (2016). Then you
could compare the datasets and see how consistent they would be in the middle of a
day and at night.
We understand the reviewer’s concern about the comparability of the two CI-APi-
TOF mass spectrometers, and hope that we addressed this concern adequately in the
response to reviewer 1. As a specific response here, the reviewer suggested
temperature and humidity as two factors that might cause changes to the response of



the CI-APi-TOFs. We believe that Figures 8 and 9, and the corresponding text, that
were added in the revised manuscript clearly show that the instruments agree well
over a wide range of temperatures and humidities. The only times the instruments
show a large discrepancy is when there is a temperature inversion and also key
parameters that are known to influence HOM loadings (e.g. ozone) also show large
deviations between the two heights.
Finally, if the reviewer’s concern was validated, and small changes in ambient
temperature or RH would cause the observed changes of ~one order of magnitude
through changes in instrument response, it would call into question all published data
from these instruments, not only our manuscript. The CI-APi-TOF mass spectrometer
has been deployed in very different environments, such as forests, mountain tops, and
coastal areas (Bianchi et al., 2016; Kürten et al., 2016; Sipilä et al., 2016; Yan et al.,
2016), and no evidence for such erratic behavior has been suggested.

2) Eq. 1 is only valid if the conditions in the reaction chamber or TOF chamber have
not changed. Small variations in pressure, temperature or humidity could affect the
calibration coefficient. It would be inappropriate to expect that if you set the collision
rate the same for all the ions, the relative consistency in two instruments will be the
same, because the sensitivity can change over time also because of the drift
parameters and resulting issues such as different fragmentation which would not be
accounted for by the single transmission correction. It is therefore recommended to
take zeros and calibrations of the instruments frequently and none of these are shown
except that permeation device is mentioned.
We hope that most of these concerns were addressed in the new Figures 8 and 9. As
also discussed in our earlier responses, HOM concentrations were just relatively
quantified with Eq. 1, as we were not interested in the absolute HOM concentrations,
but more cared about the comparability between the two CI-APi-TOF mass
spectrometers. The relative transmission could be deduced from any noon-time, well-
mixed period, and it stayed quite constant throughout the measurement period.
We also calculated the ambient pressure difference between ground and tower level,
and find it unlikely that such small ambient pressure changes (variation was 4.05-4.28
hPa between ground and tower level) could result in ~20 times differences in HOM
signals.

3) I understand that the authors did not seem concerned about the absolute
quantification (L165-166) but even the relative quantification is uncertain if one of the
instrument was affected by different conditions or its sensitivity drifted throughout a
day. It is unclear how the instruments were housed and if the temperature inside the



instruments were monitored and if it was consistent at the two heights. A visual
schematic would be useful. One way around could be to either add a period of
collocated measurements for a few days and compare the range of compounds or
show how stable baselines, sensitivities, and transmissions, were throughout the
measurement period if you did regular calibrations.
 Most of these comments on inter-comparability have been addressed already in our
responses. We added the following text in section 3.2 about how the instruments were
housed and their working conditions:
“Both instruments were working in rooms with air-conditioning and room
temperatures controlled at 25 ℃.”
As also discussed earlier, although they would have been very useful. we can
obviously not anymore produce any collocated measurements.

4) Why do you assume a noon period should have identical HOMs concentrations at
two heights? I thought these were the first measurements of HOMs at two heights or
can you provide a reference? Again, I am surprised that this period was chosen for
transmission comparison instead of collocating the two instruments for a longer
period. I am not convinced that it is fair to assume that all the HOMs will have no
concentration gradient during a day. I am worried that if the HOMs are lost more
rapidly at the surface the relative transmission ratio between the instruments may be
biased towards larger masses which could be expected to be lost as a function of
mass-dependent volatility which could mimic the duty-cycle and transmission related
mass discrimination.
We agree with the reviewer that the vertical gradients of HOMs is likely not zero.
However, we believe that it is a fair assumption that any such gradient would be small
and its influence limited. During noon-time, there is very efficient vertical mixing
taking place, and both the main sources (oxidants and VOCs) and sinks (aerosols)
have very small gradients between the two measurement heights. While the ground
and the canopy are also sink terms for HOM, the canopy is roughly mid-way between
the measurement levels.
Additionally, Figure R1 shows the correlation between the normalized (to reagent
ions) noontime tower and ground sulfuric acid (SA) signals (before correcting with
relative TE) during the campaign. Due to SA’s extremely low volatility and high
diffusivity, it should have the largest gradient among all the measured compounds.
However, they agreed very well and ground SA signals were only ~20% lower than
tower signals, suggesting vertical gradient would not significantly affect our relative
transmission curve. Moreover, vertical gradient would be the smallest during
noontime and larger during night (because of the lower turbulence mixing), but good
agreements were still found during the night of September 11 (Figure 8), between



ground and tower HOM measurements. Though the ratios were a bit higher in lower
mass range (200-300 Th) during this non-inversion night, they were still much lower
compared to September 8 (Figure 9, temperature inversion night), suggesting the
large differences between ground and tower HOMs were not mainly from vertical
gradient of HOMs.

Figure R1 Correlation between all the noontime (12:00 LT) ground and tower SA signals (1-hour
averaged, normalized to reagent ions) during campaign.

Finally, the extent of the scatter in Fig. 1 is a clear indication that the governing
parameter is indeed the molecular mass. While there is a correlation between
molecular mass and volatility, the extent of the scatter in the plot would most likely
increase dramatically if the volatility would be the governing parameter. Compare for
example that a molecule with the same elemental composition, e.g. C10H16O8, can
have isomers with orders of magnitude differences in vapor pressure (Kurtén et al.,
2016). Therefore, the data clearly indicates that the mass-dependent transmission is
more likely to explain the relative differences during noon-time than different HOM
sink parameters.

5) Fig. 2 shows a good agreement for HOMs during noon and not so good otherwise.
This relative scaling seems rather arbitrary and not completely unsurprising given the
data were normalized using Figure 1 which was derived for the noon time. I am
skeptical if these differences really represent the effect of different heights. The
differences are huge because the data are shown on a log scale. I would recommend
showing the comparison on a linear scale.
For the first part of the comment, we have addressed these issues earlier. As for the
scale, since we are more interested in the relative difference between ground and



tower measurements and not the absolute HOM concentrations, we find it more
reasonable to show the ground and tower HOM concentrations in log scale. The
absolute differences are easy to read out from the graph, and we do not therefore think
that there should be any risk for misinterpretation of the plot.

6) Overall, I was missing a stronger link to chemical and physical properties of HOMs
and a deeper insight into individual classes and not just the total sum of HOMs. In
particular, the transport could be molecule specific and may not be unified across the
full range of HOM vapor pressures. I feel that the dataset has a much higher potential
for teaching a reader about the behavior of HOMs. The current version of the paper
gives an impression of semiquantitative and speculative in terms of HOM vertical
behavior. I am not convinced by looking at temperature variations (Fig. 2) that the
inversion hypothesis is strong. There is much attention directed to the general remarks
about advection and turbulent quantities which is difficult to infer how they affect
HOMs without direct flux measurements of HOMs by eddy covariance.
We certainly agree with the reviewer that this is a very rich data set and future work
will look more into molecule-level differences. As we believe we have shown in these
responses, the concentration differences are driven by decoupling of layer between the
two measurement heights, but as is clear from the scatter in Fig. 9, the chemistry is
changing drastically. But we also feel that it would go out of scope for this study to
involve detailed discussions on the HOM chemistry in addition to all other topics
covered. Additionally, we do show several different types of HOMs in Figure 5, and
their main formation pathways were also listed in Table 2 in the manuscript.
The existence of temperature inversion in the boreal forest environment has been
proven in many studies, and a small temperature inversion could result in decoupled
layer formation and have significant influences to O3, monoterpene and CO2

concentrations (Rannik et al., 2009, 2012; Alekseychik et al., 2013; Chen et al.,
2018). Since HOM concentrations have a strong dependence on O3 and MT
concentrations, it would inevitably be affected by temperature inversion. However, the
potential importance of micrometeorology in HOM measurements had yet been
recognized by most of the community, prompting us to publish our findings without
further delays.

Minor

7) I wonder why you are adopting the HOM nomenclature and not ELVOC. Mentel et
al. (2015) suggested that the latter is more appropriate when referring to atmospheric
impacts and HOMs if the focus is more on compounds’ structure. As you are focusing
on the behavior in the atmosphere I think considering volatilities could make sense.



Are you sure that all the molecules you report are highly oxidized (high carbon
oxidation state)? That would not be true for compounds such as cyclic and linear
siloxanes which should be subtracted from the HOMs class.
In most studies where HOM or ELVOC have been used, they have been effectively
defined in the same way, as the oxidized organic compounds that are detected by a
nitrate ion based CI-APi-TOF (e.g.Ehn et al., 2014; Kirkby et al., 2016). However,
according to a recent study by Kurtén et al., (2016), there is a large difference
between ELVOC and HOM, and HOM measured with nitrate ion based CI-APi-TOF
spans a wide range of volatilities (Kirkby et al., 2016), not only the ones with
extremely low volatilities (ELVOC). Therefore, HOM is a better nomenclature for our
study, since we can actually infer the amount of oxygen in the molecules, while
assessing the volatility would require many assumptions. The reviewer also suggested
that variations in volatility could cause differences in the expected gradients, but if all
detected molecules were ELVOC, they would all behave identically. Note also that we
use the term “highly oxygenated” and not “highly oxidized”, and thus are not
inferring an oxidation state, rather just the oxygen content.
There are also molecules in the studied mass range that are not very highly
oxygenated, but the amount of these is small. This is a feature of our instruments, as
the reagent ion (NO3

-) of our CI-APi-TOF mass spectrometer is very selective and
tends to charge molecules with high oxygen content (mostly with six or more O-atoms.

8) Figure 3 does not provide much information when it is colored by the time of day.
For the reasons mentioned above the scatter outside of the noon hour might not
necessarily be because of less good mixing other than at noon. One could possibly
learn more if the data were colored by potential temperature or relative humidity.
We think this figure is quite important and needs to be colored by the time of day to
show that noontime data is always well-correlated (which e.g. the reviewer
questioned in comment 4). Since the relative transmission curve was determined
based on the noontime data on September 9, Figure 3 shows that there were good
agreements between ground and tower measurements during every day of the
campaign, and large differences were usually observed during night.

9) Figure 4c, the scatter looks weird that it is so much shifted (by an order of
magnitude) but still reasonably correlated. I wonder if it is possible to evaluate any
volatility dependent difference but it seems that it might be difficult if there is a high
uncertainty in transmission differences.
We are not sure if we interpret the reviewers comment correctly, but we think the
reviewer may have interpreted the figure as a correlation between the timeseries of
ground and tower HOMs, while it in fact shows the correlation between each ion in



the mean ground and tower spectra. In any case, since Figure 4b and 4c ultimately
contain the same information as Figure 4a, we decided to remove these two figures
from our manuscript completely.

10) Figure 1 is technical and could be moved to SI. I would suggest to replace it by
separate individual curves of theoretical and measured transmissions from each
instrument and the datasets should be corrected individually.
We believe Figure 1 is important for readers to understand the concept of this study, it
is the basis to compare ground and tower HOM measurements. As also both
reviewers’ comments circled around this scaling, we feel it is critical to have it easily
accessible in the main text. We also cannot replace it with any measured transmission
curves as the reviewer suggests, since such do not exist. Similarly, we are not aware of
any method to derive theoretical transmission curves as such would need to take into
account all dimensions, flows, the ~30 voltages and the two radiofrequencies inside
the APi-TOF. Therefore our only option remains to do the scaling as shown in Fig. 1,
which we believe we have validated in our responses and the new version of the
manuscript.

Technical

L67 space between “)” and “from”.
Corrected.

Table 1, ensure the number of significant figures is consistent and as appropriate.
Corrected.

Table 2, if there is only one N atom in a molecule there is no need to add 1. For
example, C10H15O11N1 should be C10H15O11N.
Corrected.
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