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Summary

This study analyses how biogenic and anthropogenic air pollution impact aerosol for-
mation and optical properties over the Amazon. The paper uses campaign mea-
surements from the Green Ocean Amazon experiment (GoAmazon2014/5) and high-
resolution chemical transport model simulations with and without anthropogenic emis-
sions from Manaus. The paper is well written. The paper is suitable to the scope of
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics. My main criticism is that it would be useful to add
a more detailed discussion of the implications of these findings.
Overall, this paper is a high quality and detailed investigation of aerosols over the Ama-
zon with interesting findings. The reach of the paper would be improved from further
contextualising the results.

Comments

1. Lines 14, 138, and Table 2: Define acronym at first use.

2. Figure 1 is high quality.

3. Line 140: The lowest volatility bin has a saturation concentration of 1 µg m−3.
Does this not exclude lower volatility compounds (e.g. 0.1 µg m−3), which could
be potentially important e.g. Shilling et al., (2008)?
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4. Lines 191-193: Supplementary Figure 2 shows that the model underestimates
precipitation. The implications of this is not discussed in the meteorlogical analy-
ses.

5. The small font size within some plots is difficult to read e.g. Supplementary Figure
4, Figure 10.

6. Line 311: Typo: Additional bracket.

7. Supplementary Figure 9 is not referenced in the main text.

8. The ordering of some Supplementary Figures (e.g. 10, 11, 12, 14, 15) does not
match how they are referenced in the main text.

9. Figure 8: The rainbow colour bar may be difficult to distinguish for some readers,
and I suggest using an alternative e.g. ColorBrewer 2.0.

10. Figure 8: Typo: subplot (c) named subplot (b).

11. Line 502: Observations evaluate models, not validate.

12. If the Figure captions are to be read or searched independently of the main paper,
then define the acronyms they contain.
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