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This is a new submission of a revised version of a manuscript that I had reviewed
earlier. The overall quality of the manuscript is much improved now, the figures are
clear and the additional figures are helpful. In addition, the writing is much improved,
except in section 4.2 which somewhat stands out from the rest and needs an overhaul
(see details in the annotated PDF attached).

The research is interesting and addresses sulfur species species, which are up to date
only rarely considered in the complex cycling of sulfur in marine sediments and aims to
contribute to a deeper understanding of the latter. Experiments and methods are well
described and appropriate. Results are also presented in an appropriate fashion.
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However, I still have a problem with the discussion of the results and outcomes. The
new discussions section is rather short and in large parts is rather a result presentation
than a discussion. For example, lines 648-661 is fully descriptive and would fit to the
results section rather than the discussion. I am missing a clear streamlined story that
elaborated the meaning of the results in the context global or local sulfur cycling and
a clear presentation of what we actually learned from these results and experiments.
I suggest rewriting the discussion and streamlining towards the relevant findings. In
its current form, it is still not clear. In this context, a conclusion section that presents
the outcome in a short and to the point manner would be very helpful to not leave the
reader alone with figuring out what the major outcomes are. Section 4.3 is closest to a
conclusive section and could be part of a conclusion.

I have attached an annotated PDF with comments and editorial suggestions. I think
that with a major rework of the discussion section focusing on streamlining and
explaining what the experimental result may teach, and together with a conclusion
section, is needed before the paper can be published.

Please also note the supplement to this comment:
https://www.biogeosciences-discuss.net/bg-2019-471/bg-2019-471-RC1-
supplement.pdf

Interactive comment on Biogeosciences Discuss., https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-2019-471, 2019.
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