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reaction to produce HONO: Insights from the COVID-19 pandemic

Comments:
First of all, | agree that the authors have made a great improvement in the modelling

approach and the results interpretation. My concerns for the uncertainties of HONO
production and NHz impact have been largely addressed. However, I still need to point
out that the focus of this study mentioned in abstract, conclusion and even title is a very
specific mechanism that, based on the output, cannot be fully confirmed. For example,
based on Table S9 and Figure S7, the pH difference of PC and DC was less than half
unit for most of the sites, some are very close; the effect of temperature seems to have
a more significant impact on pH value compared to other factors. As the effect of
temperature, the authors stated in Line 282-289 that temperature had no obvious impact
on HONO soil emission. However, it is hard to judge based on the temperature — HONO
relationship if soil emission was only part of the total budget. The temperature
difference between PC and DC (Table S7) can be regarded as around and way above
freezing point, respectively, that could lead to a certain level of difference for soil
emission potential, soil water content, soil pH, etc [ref1], which could be an important
factor for HONO budget difference. It will be hard to judge the contributions of
different mechanisms when there are other unknown sources existing simultaneously.
Therefore, 1 would encourage the authors to re-assess the focus of this study, and avoid
overstating the importance of one specific mechanism when there are too many other

uncertainties.
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Abstract

Line 295-297: This is a very ideal situation that is based on the assumption of fully
internal mixing of PM components. For example, with the reduced level of SNA, there

could be more externally mixed dust particles that have higher pH values and also
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Line 55-56, the reduction of HONO seems not significantly different than that of NO2
value. Considering that there is already wet surface production mechanism of HONO
[ref3], is there any potential artifact for the surface production of HONO on wet liquid

surface of MARGA sampling inlet? Has the relevant quality control been performed to
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Figure 7&8, the results of the uncertainties analysis done in Text S4 have not been

incorporated into these two figures and the relevant discussions.
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