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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

1. The author(s) need to revise the tittle of the manuscript to connote why this
study.

2. The abstract is not informative enough not clearly showing what prompted or
what problem or gap this work is seeking to solve/fill.

3. Two samples are TOO INSIGNIFICANT for the write-up.
4. The methods is not detailed enough, NOT clear on the petrographic analysis.
5. The mineralogical composition of the sediments should be inferred from the

geochemistry rather than from the petrography as the/they try to do.
6. The author(s) needs to rework on the study area map and get it in geological

map form than it is. THIS is not a hydrology/hydrochemistry paper.

1. We beg to disagree with the reviewer on the title. The title stated
clearly what has been done and the location of study. Adding why it was
done will make the title to be too long. The reason for the study is
clearly stated in the abstract and introduction of the manuscript.
2. The introductory part of the abstract was rewritten to show clearly
what prompted this study.
3. The sampling locations were increased to four (4) especially for
mineralogy and chemical composition analysis. We believe four
sampling locations are significant enough for the meander section that
is a small area. Textural characteristics were very similar almost in all
the locations, hence we presented one each for channel centre and
margin as mean results for the studied locations.
4. The method of study was revised.
5. Geochemistry was used to confirmed minerals identified via
petrographic studies. E.g high iron (Fe) concentrations and haematite
6. Geological map is now included. A paragraph was used to elaborate
more on the geology of the study area.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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PART  2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


