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I have no general nor technical comments. The methodology is promising and I hope the
authors will venture in utilizing the methods to see how results will vary if we have to
consider other aerosols for the study, as mentioned on their future study priority #2. 

Minor comments/changes as follows:

Line 67: recommend adding a statement why ABS was used for 3D printing.

Line 94: add the word “the” after the word making

Line 138: Is “satisficed” the correct term or are you referring to “satisfied”?

Line 201: recommend adding a statement/s on why ammonium sulfate was selected as an
ideal compound for the study.

Line 384: Are we missing some information after refractive indices?
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