Dear referees, dear editor,

we sincerely appreciate your thoughtful feedback and suggestions, which have helped improve
our manuscript. We have carefully addressed the remaining minor technical corrections as
requested. Thank you for your time and effort in evaluating our work. Below you can find our
responses and changes made according to your requests:

Reply to comments from referee #1

1. Comment: “L45-51: The definitions of static and dynamic chambers are not accurate. Find a
suitable reference and describe this accurately with respect to flow (static = no flow, dynamic =
flow). Both types of chambers are kept on the surface for the measurement period.

It should also be clear that there is what the difference in air exchange is between open
chambers and dynamic chambers.

Please rephrase to make this clearer and more concise.”

— Response: Thank you for pointing this out. We corrected and complemented the
descriptions according to the suggestions (L46-50).

2. Comment: ,L52-56: You did not use wind tunnels so the specific reference to wind tunnels
seems to be misplaced. This part can be shortened and only referring to dynamic chambers.*

— Response: The section about wind tunnels has been removed now.

3. Comment: “L318-329: In the introduction you write:

‘Although a calibration was applied to the DTM, there remains considerable uncertainty
surrounding its accuracy. Recent literature highlights an underestimation of NH3 fluxes even
after calibration, suggesting potential biases in the calibration process itself. (L73-75)

| fully agree with this statement, and | think it would be beneficial to bring that to attention again
here by stating that it is a choice to use the 20 year old calibration with considerable uncertainty
to calculate the flux detection limit. This will link very well with the following discussion.”

— Response: We emphasized the uncertainty of the calibration equation again in the
discussion at L315-317.

Reply to comments from referee #2

Comment: “l found that some figures were also revised, in which the presentation is not clear
enough. For example, in Figure 3, the letters above the data and the error bars are not defined
in the caption, and some of them even overlap with the orange circles. Please make sure to
avoid such mistakes in the final form.”

— Response: We adjusted the height of the letters above the data in Figure 3 to avoid
overlapping with the circles. The caption now also explains the letters and error bars.



