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This study reported the aerosol liquid water content contributed by organic components
and its promotion on aerosol uptake. The results are very interesting. The manuscript
is well-written and very clear. There are several questions should be addressed in the
revised version.

(1) The ALW contributed by organics is calculated based on the relationship between

oxidation state and korg. This means O:C values have very strong effect on the results Printer-friendly version
and conclusions. The O:C values obtained from f44 using the parameterization method
for Q-ACSM may highly variableiijLCrenn et al., 2015iijL. In addition, as given in Figure Discussion paper
S2, different equations produced different korg. The relationship between O:C and korg
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may vary with sampling locations. Therefore, the uncertainties on O:C calculation and
the selection of equation for calculating korg should be discussed in the manuscript.
(2) Line 211-212, the authors did give explanations why the partitioning of semi volatile
species from particle phase to gas phase lead to an increase in O:C. (3) Line 141-145,
the calculation of VGF assume the total volume equals to the addition of volumes of all
components. If the irregular particles lead to a bias? What is the difference between
VGF and mass-based growth factor? Why mass-based growth factor is not used here?
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