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In the name of all co-authors I thank referee 2 for the positive feedback and suggestions
for minor revisions. I will cope with all af them in the final revised manuscript in the way
listed below:

Technical comments Currently there is significant amount of discussion mingled with
results in the result section. I suggest separate out discussion from results.

Answer: I will remove parts of a discussion nature out of the resutls section and incor-
porate them where they belong to.

C1

When discussing distribution coefficients, it would be good to compare biogenic against
abiogenic values, to emphasize the importance of biological processes.

Answer: I will try to compute distributions factors of Cr into "abiogenic" limestones as
to compare them with the distribution factors we report for biogenic carbonates in our
manuscript.

Since currently there is still a lack of concrete evidence for Cr(VI) reduction during
biological calcification, it may be good idea to equally discuss alternative hypotheses,
such as uptaking organic-complexed Cr(III) from seawater.

Answer: Although there is no concrete data on the uptake of Cr via organic-complexed
ligands, I will mention the reductive stripping of Cr(VI) via adsorption onto phytoplanc-
ton (Semeniuk et al., 2016) as one example in which Cr is reductivley removed by
organic material.

371 Missing a period.

Answer: Will of course correct this.

650. On average.

Answer: will of course correct this.

706. Future, not futures.

Answer: will of course correct this.
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