
Remarks from the language copy-editor 

[bookmark: _Hlk143503203]CE2 Removing “plant and second generation” (and “secondary generation” below) and adding “sunlight-impacted” is incomplete: sunlight-impacted what? Also note that these changes have not yet been done as they are tied to the changes requiring editor approval. Once that is given, the changes will be implemented. 
[bookmark: _Hlk143503623][bookmark: _Hlk143503750][bookmark: _Hlk143503544][bookmark: _Hlk143503758]Response: “sunlight-impacted” is suggested by reviewers to refer to a source factor that shows a diurnal profile similar to biogenic emission or photochemical production. It means the same thing to “plant and second generation”. If the editor consider it a proper change, please replace “plant and second generation” with “sunlight-impacted”. Otherwise, “plant and second generation” will do as well.

Remarks from the typesetter 

TS1 Please note that we usually cannot accept new figures at this stage. Apart from that we noticed that the content of the figures did in fact change (in contrast to what you wrote in your email); e.g. Figs. 5, 8 and 10 changed significantly. If these changes are in fact necessary, please add detailed explanations for the changes in each individual figure to your other explanations for the editor, so they can be checked in the "Post-review adjustments". Please also include an explanation of the change to “sunlight-impacted”, since this change appears to be linked to the change in Fig. 8. 
Response: These new figures did not add any different information. If the editor think otherwise, the origin figure fit properly to the manuscript. Please do keep the context and figures consistent either “sunlight-impacted” or “plant and second generation” finally appears in the context.

TS2 Due to the requested changes, we have to forward your requests to the handling editor for approval. To explain the corrections needed to the editor, please send me the reason why these corrections are necessary. Please note that the status of your paper will be changed to "Post-review adjustments" until the editor has made their decision. We will keep you informed via email. 
Response: Again, the summary part is properly written, but usually not included in the manscript according to the acp manuscript composition statement (https://www.atmospheric-chemistry-and-physics.net/submission.html#manuscriptcomposition). For this reason, I suggest to delete the contents from “line 90 page 3 to line 20 page 4”. However, I will let you or the editor to handle this. I can accept either option.


TS4 Due to the requested changes, we have to forward your requests to the handling editor for approval. To explain the corrections needed to the editor, please send me the reason why these corrections are necessary. 
Response: The revision explain carefully one key parameter in Equation 4. It add more details to the experiment section. Otherwise, the reader will refer to our cited reference for these details. 

Please delete equation 5 in page 5 line 32 and add the following behind equation 4.

Where, toxicity grades for VOCs species adopt the definition by Niu et al. (2016), in which four toxicity grades are classified on the basis of information on the carcinogenic, teratogenic, mutagenic properties of different VOC species originating from both the European Commission and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC). Toxicity grade 1 represents IARC group 3; grade 2 allocates to IARC group 2B which is possibly carcinogenic to humans; grade 3 represent IARC group 2A, probably carcinogenic to humans; grade 4 represent group 1 carcinogens, mutagens, teratogens, or highly toxic to humans.  The toxicity grades and concentrations were multiplied to estimate the relative toxic effect of VOCs. 
[bookmark: _Hlk135639679]According to Niu et al (2016), the integrated effect was calculated by eq. 5. The weightings of these adverse effects of OFP, SOAP and toxicity effect were assigned by expert scoring. OFP and SOAP are crucial for the formation of O3 and PM2.5, assigned 40% weight separately. The weighting of VOCs relative toxicity effect was assigned as 20% in view of the error. 
Integrated Effect = 0.4 × Relative OFP contribution + 0.4 × Relative SOAP contribution + 0.2 × Relative Toxicity Effect contribution             (5)
 


We also found some technique errors that need correction:

Please change “plant and second generation” in line 80 page 3 and headline of Figure 8 in page 11 to “sunlight-impacted”.

Please change “biogenic emissions and secondary generation” in line 47 and 51 in page 9 to “sunlight-impacted”.

