
First of all, we appreciate your time and effort in reviewing our revised manuscript 
and for your constructive comments and suggestions. We are grateful for your 
positive assessment and for acknowledging the improvements made. 

We have carefully considered Dr. Douglas's additional suggestions and have 
incorporated the necessary revisions accordingly. Please find our point-by-point 
responses below, along with a marked-up version of the manuscript highlighting the 
changes. 

 

L37: Suggest ‘during parts of the sampling period’ 

Reply: We have updated the text to 'during parts of the sampling period' for 
better clarity. Line 32 (revised version) 

 
L57: Change ‘higher up’ to ‘further upstream’ 

Reply: We have updated 'higher up' to 'further upstream'. Line 47 (revised 
version) 

 
L88: Add citations for tropical rivers 

Reply:  While it’s hard to make a selection, we’ve added 2 examples covering 
different parts of the (sub)tropics as additional citations, as suggested. Line 75 
(revised version) 

L93: I don’t think this is unique, I would just say interesting. 

Reply: 

We have changed “unique” to “interesting” as suggested. Line 80 (revised 
version) 

L110: Lake should be capitalized here. 

Reply:  

We have capitalized "Lake" at L110. Line 91 (revised version) 

L184: lake should not be capitalized here (check this throughout) 

Reply: 

We ensured "lake" is lowercase at L184. We reviewed the text to maintain 
consistency and accuracy. Line 151 (revised version) 



 
L476: The presentation of data is inconsistent throughout (range vs IQR vs standard 
deviation). I would suggest using a common approach unless there is a clear reason not 
to. 

Reply: We have standardized the data presentation by using the mean and 
standard deviation throughout. Line 409–418 (revised version) 

 
L513: This sentence is confusing. I don’t understand why lacustrine water is different from 
Lake Alaotra water. 

Reply: We acknowledge the mistake in our original wording. The term "lacustrine 
water" was used incorrectly, and it should indeed refer to "inflowing river water." 
We have now corrected the sentence to accurately describe the δ¹³C-POC values 
in the inflowing river water rather than the lacustrine water: "The average δ¹³C-
POC value of inflowing river water during the rainy season (-24.3 ± 1.9 ‰) was 
slightly higher than that during the dry season (-25.6 ± 1.3 ‰), whereas no 
seasonality was evident in Lake Alaotra." Line 450 to 452 (revised version) 

 
L630: If these data are not reported, and this comparison is not very important, then I 
would suggest it is better not to mention the lake cores. 

Reply: We consider that this comparison provides relevant context and supports 
the interpretation of our data; therefore, the line was kept as it is. Line 551 to 
553 (revised version) 

L649: Change ‘as a rule of thumb’ to ‘approximate’ 

Reply:  We change this as suggested. Line 570 to 571 (revised version) 

Figure 10: I know it is approximate, but could estimated values for phytoplankton be 
included in this plot? Otherwise it seems to suggest that (some) marsh plants are the 
dominant source of POC, which is not the conclusion. Also, a complementary or alternate 
plot would be to have C/N on the x-axis (this is more common for source discrimination). 

Reply: 

Thank you for your suggestion. We have now incorporated these estimated 
values in the figure to better reflect the contribution of phytoplankton. Figure 
10 in Line 589 (revised version). 

 
L729: I would clarify this is a ‘moderate correlation’ 



Reply: We clarified this to indicate a ‘moderate correlation’ for better accuracy. 
Line 645 (revised version). 

 
L734: Some confusing language here that needs to be rewritten “CO2 and CH4 dissolved…” 

Reply:  We have revised this section to improve clarity: 

“As the water level rises, the river floods riparian wetlands, where the 
decomposition of organic matter in wetland sediments enriches the water with 
dissolved CO2 and CH4. When the water flows back from the wetlands into the 
river further downstream, it increases CO2 and CH4 levels in the river, as 
observed in the Amazon (Richey et al., 2002), Zambezi (Teodoru et al., 2015), and 
Congo (Borges et al., 2019) rivers.” Line 650 to 653 (revised version) 

L761: I would recommend something about GHGs in the conclusion, since this is quite an 
interesting part of the discussion (i.e. about the GHGs predominantly coming from the 
wetlands) 

Reply: We have added a mention of GHGs in the conclusion to highlight their 
significance, particularly their predominant source from wetlands. These 
sentences have been added:  

“Our data results highlight the dominant role of riparian wetlands in controlling 
CO2 and CH4 dynamics, with hydrological connectivity driving seasonal 
variations in GHG inputs to the river system. The lake itself has a limited 
influence on CO2 and CH4 emissions as wetland contributions rapidly reestablish 
high concentrations in outflowing waters. This pattern reflects the broader 
significance of wetland-river interactions in shaping carbon cycling and 
greenhouse gas fluxes in tropical river systems.” Line 670 to 675 (revised 
version) 


