We thank the reviewer and editor for their continued consideration and comments that further
refined the manuscript.

In addition to responding to the reviewer comment below, we have also made a small correction to
a statement in the abstract for clarity.

“This represents a minimum uncertainty estimate, giverrawett-understood-aerosotfor an aerosol

of constant composition.”

We have also replaced a reference to an “aethalometer classes” in the conclusion with “filter
photometer classes”, which is a more general term:

“More investigation would be required to understand the source of the inter-device variability and
verify the form of the model for other aethatometer filter photometer classes.”

Reviewer comments

> The statement, “The correction factor is taken as that provided by the instrument (firmware v1.1)
at each time and is applied to the measurements during post-processing,” requires clarification.
Which correction factor is the author referring to? If the author is referencing the correction factor
k, itis important to note that this factor is derived from the measurement data and is not related to
the firmware. If the reference is to the correction factor Cref, please specify this explicitly.

We are referring to the dual spot correction. We have moved the firmware number elsewhere, so
that it is not connected to the statement about the correction:

“The dual spot correction factor, kc, is taken as that provided by the instrument {firmwarevi-1}
at each time and is applied to the measurements during post-processing.”

We added the firmware version later in the manuscript:

“The flowrate of the micro-aethalometers was calibrated immediately prior to testing
according to the manufacturer instructions. The micro-aethalometers themselves were
calibrated by the manufacturer approximately a year prior to testing. The firmware version was
vi.1.”



