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(Referee’s statements in italics)

The authors would like to thank the referee for careful reading and critical commenting
of the manuscript.

The abstract is too long and should be more focused on what the real novel results are.
It reads more like a conclusion that an abstract.

We shortened the abstract from 408 to 262 words, deleting the details referring to
source apportionment. We focussed the abstract on the main findings regarding the
intercomparison of the Xact with external measurements.

C1

Figure 2 is too small and too many to be useful for interpretations. Needs to be redone
with a focus on what the authors want us to see from this figure.

Figure 2 was redrawn, re-scaling the axes with respect to the maximum values of the
filter data (ICP). Labels were enlarged. We included all data, spread over four panels,
as we find it important to show the complete range of variability.

Data in tables 1 and 2 are excessive and again what is it the authors really want is to ob-
serve from these tables. Maybe plots of MDLs versus elements would be a better way
to see this and more efficient. Why are regression tables like Table 2 useful - maybe
a few sentences in the text with a few selected plots would show these correlations
better.

We rearranged Tables 1 and 2. We moved the MDL information from Table 1 to Table
2. Then we moved Table 1, which now only comprises of statistical data characterizing
the different periods, to the supplementary material (Table S1). Table 2 (new 1) now
contains the regression coefficients and the MDLs. The data of Table 2 is presented in
the new Figure 3, which shows the comparison between ICP and Xact MDLs, slopes
and intercept-to-average concentration ratios for all studied elements. We consider it
as advantageous when the data represented in Figures 2 and 3 can also be looked up
quantitatively in a Table (as also supported by Referee 2), showing the full variability of
slopes and intercepts.
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  S*   1519.5 
  K*   2263.4
  Ca*   555.7
  Ti        17.2
  Mn        8.1
  Fe*   685.4
  Cu      42.7
  Zn      21.4
  Ba    114.7
  Pb        7.9

Group A Group B

  V    1.1
  Co  0.1
  Ni   2.7
  As  0.4
  Se  0.6 
  Bi   2.9

  Cd 0.05 
  Hg 0.01

  Cr 1.8
  Sn 6.5 
  Sb 2.8
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Fig. 1. New Figure 2.
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Fig. 2. New Figure 3.
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Fig. 3. New Table S1 (in the supplement)
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Fig. 4. New Table 1 (former Table 2).
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