Public justification (visible to the public if the article is accepted and published):

| agree with referee#1 that the discrepancies between OMI| and Pandora NO2 and HCHO
data deserves a better discussion. To my point of view, the current response lacks
substance and should be enhanced with:

1) a better review of the possible sources of bias, on both satellite and ground-based data
sets. Beyond the issue of the different FOVs (that mainly affect NO2 since one expects the
HCHO horizontal distribution to be more homogeneous than the NO2 one), satellite data
can possibly be biased due to a number of retrieval issues, some of them affecting slant
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columns, others airmass factor calculations.

This paper does not examine the horizontal distribution of either TCNO2 or TCHCHO to

paragraph has been added, which also includes additional references.




(2) a better review of the existing litterature on satellite NO2 and HCHO validation. For NO2,
there a several relevant papers, see e.g. https://amt.copernicus.org/articles/13/6141/2020/

, and references therein. For HCHO, see e.g. https://www.atmos-meas-
tech.net/13/3751/2020/, and https://acp.copernicus.org/articles/21/12561/2021/

See the above paragraph
. How do the results presented here, compare with already published validation results?

The seasonal behavior is similar in that HCHO usually peaks in the summer and NO2
in the winter at mid latitudes.



