
Reviewer
Comment on Text
Rock surface dating is also used for burial dating. Not a part of this study, but I'd still call it rock-surface luminescence exposure dating for clarity's sake.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
I think this  sentence needs rephrasing. 

1) subjective plateau selection and different models are not "practical issues".  Also, how have these issues limiting subsequent studies? 

2) I think this phrasing overemphasize the challenges this study aims to correct in relation to other (in my opinion much larger) issues with exposure dating: e.g., finding good calibration samples, measuring representative depth-profiles, finding good lithologies that both bleach and have a signal,  for eroding surfaces - what is the actual exposure age etc,.



Reviewer
Comment on Text
This sentence reads very awkwardly.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
"Furthermore"?

Reviewer
Comment on Text
Sohbati et al., 2018?







Reviewer
Comment on Text
open parenthesis

Reviewer
Comment on Text
I'd definitely rephrase this to something softer than "far from accurate", especially since you demonstrate your tool further down using FOK.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
“The modeling framework adopted in this study brings together key components that have not previously been combined within a single model.”

Reviewer
Comment on Text
You don't really explain why this erosion model is more realistic.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
I think it would make sense to elaborate here.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
Please elaborate on how this erosion model is different from Sohbati et al 2018 and Freiesleben et al., 2023

Reviewer
Comment on Text
Please elaborate.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
I think this section would benefit from making crystal clear what improvement came from which study, elaborate on how these models are improvement over previous ones, and then give an overview on what will be included into Corseer.



Reviewer
Comment on Text
Could you please elaborate on why this logistic pre-fitting step is preferable to allowing the model to define the saturation limit directly? Is the normalisation to 1 really necessary?

Reviewer
Comment on Text
Did both studies provide separate improvements regarding the inclusion of GOK?

Reviewer
Comment on Text
Maybe provide some examples from aforementioned studies of how it improved.



Reviewer
Comment on Text
Meaning the normalised Lx/Tx points?



Reviewer
Comment on Text
Is this really fair to describe this as an error though? 

The kinetic parameter the normalisation is scaled to is the field-saturated, test-dose corrected luminescence intensity, correct? Does your SCF normalisation really accurately constrain this kinetic phenomenon? 

Isn't your argument that using the SCF that makes the modeling more reproducible and comparable, which ultimately makes comparing calibration profiles and their corresponding unknown age/erosion more accurate?



Reviewer
Sticky Note
I'd include a legend here even if the colour coding conforms with Fig 2D



Reviewer
Sticky Note
Is it just for me or does this figure look blurry? Please check.



Reviewer
Comment on Text
This is sentence is awkward. Please rephrase.

Reviewer
Comment on Text
calibration

Reviewer
Comment on Text
and

Reviewer
Comment on Text
and

Reviewer
Comment on Text
and







Reviewer
Comment on Text
Is it corrected that Brill et al actually used Corseer for their own analysis or is this a typo?



Reviewer
Sticky Note
missing space



Reviewer
Comment on Text
missing parenthesis












