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Review of "UV aerosol absorption experiment (2002-04): 1. UV-MFRSR

calibration and performance at GSFC" by Krotkov et al.

The paper presents very interesting new ideas for instrument calibration. The

procedure is properly described (with some exceptions listed below) and the

results are illustrated in a clear and straightforward way. I recommend

publication of the manuscript after consideration of the following minor

points. 

Comments to the specific points to be addressed according to the review

guidelines:

1) Yes, the title properly reflects the contents of the paper

2) Yes, the abstract is informative and conveys the findings

3) Yes, the paper is organized in a logical manner

4) Some small points are unclear, see specific points below

5) Yes, the paper is of appropriate length

6) The figures are necessary and informative, but the quality of 

   some is poor, at least in the version which I received 

   electronically; are these jpeg images? If yes I would suggest 

   a different format with lossless compression (gif, eps, ...)

7) Yes, the manuscript is clearly presented in standard scientific 

   English.

Specific points:

page 3, 1st sentence: The formulation is a bit unclear: harmful UV radiation is not a consequence of tropospheric chemistry

page 3, end of 2nd paragraph, "reductions in soot emissions ...

  may make smog problems worse". Although correct, this is a dangerous

  statement which could easily be abused as an excuse for not reducing

  emissions; I would suggest to formulate this more carefully

page 4, second line in "2. Instrumentation": "currently operates" instead of "currently operate"

page 6, 3rd paragraph: "dark current" is not a good term for a voltage

page 7, last line: It is not clear why the "dark current" is added to the total irradiance

page 8, 1st line after equation (1): f_R is NOT given in equation (1); it is probably the cosine correction of the direct voltage but that isn't stated explicitely 

page 8, first paragraph of 3.3: Symbols V_n0 and V_0 are used for the same quantity; only one should be used consistently throughout the paper

page 8, point 1)  the same symbol P is used for relative and absolute 

  pressure?

page 8, point 5)  "either diffuse or total" instead of "either diffuse of total"

page 9, caption of Figure 5 and other places: pressure is given in atm which is not a SI unit; SI units should be used throughout the paper (hPa, or at least mbar) 

page 9, caption of Figure 5: Was the ozone column really 500 DU? If yes, why?

page 9, caption of Figure 5: The plot shows the spectral irradiance MULTIPLIED with the filter function, not CONVOLVED

page 9, caption of Figure 5: lambda_dir and lambda_neff are use here; 

  both quantities are not explaiend. "neff" occurs a some places while "eff" is used at others, probably for the same reason as above with V_n0 where the n denotes the channel number which is omitted at other places; lambda_dir is not explained - it is probably the same as lambda_rad? 

  Please use consistent symbols!

page 10, after equation (3): at a first glance it is not clear how two 

  quantities (V0 and lamdba_rad) can be derived from only one equation (2), but the simple explanation is that (2) is in fact two equations; I suggest to split it in two parts to facilitate understanding

page 16: <ln (r**2 V0)> is not explained

page 17: I had a deja vu here because the text is nearly exactly identical to page 14; one is really tempted to check if one has been transported back a few pages.

Conclusions: Although the calibration method shows very good performance, one additional uncertainty remains in the absolute calibration: the uncertainty of the extraterrestrial spectrum. Could the authors comment on that?

