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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part
in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The research work is scientifically sound,
the only observation/concern is that most
statistical studies make their conclusions on
account of very sample size (data set in
excess of 50 samples and above); however,
the author used 15 samples for his/their
study

We quite agree with the reviewer that the
more the set of samples is, the more robust
are results of statistical analyses. Overall in
our study we used 80 sediment samples,
ranging from 8 to 15 per profile.

Minor REVISION comments

Line 64 — instead of ‘due to the fact the lakes...’,
the author may consider using ‘due to this fact,
the lakes’

Line 78 — instead of ‘sodium-magnium
composition’; it should have been ‘sodium-
magnesium composition’

Line 140 — instead of ‘Sediment samples for
radionuclides (Th and Cs'®’) determination by
gamma...” it should be ‘Sediment samples for
radionuclides (***Th and "*'Cs) determination by
gamma...’

Line 349 — ‘on the elemental composition of the
studied lake sediments...... '

Corrected.

Corrected.

Corrected.

Corrected.

Optional/General comments

It is the reviewer’s view that the manuscript is ok
for publication after minor corrections.

The work is interesting.

Thank you very much for your detailed
review, recommendations for corrections and
good opinion about our study!
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