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EVALUATION

Please summarize the main findings of the study.

This manuscript presents the evidence for paleolimnological changes resulting from damming of Jackson Lake
in the early 1900s. The reconstruction of the lake history was performed using radiometrically dated sediment
core. Dam installation caused water level rise and increased nutrient load. A shift from oligotrophic to a slight
mesotrophic state was observed together with changes in diatom assemblages.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

The topic of the manuscript fits well with the journal and its audience. It is of broad interest because the
results are important for defining the Anthropocene Epoch. The study area is one of the most often visited
sites in the US. One of the limitations of this study is that only one sediment core was analyzed.

Please comment on the methods, results and data interpretation. If there are any objective
errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

The study is well-designed. It uses standard procedures and techniques typically applied in
paleoreconstruction studies based on sediment cores. The manuscript reads well. It is well-written and
logically organized. Method Section should be supplemented with details on total nitrogen determinations.
Quality control of chemical analyses should be documented. Discussion of the results should contain
information on potential anthropogenic sources of nitrogen and phosphorus.

Check List

Is the English language of sufficient quality?
Yes.

Is the quality of the figures and tables satisfactory?
Yes.

Does the reference list cover the relevant literature adequately and in an unbiased manner?
Yes.

Are the statistical methods valid and correctly applied? (e.g. sample size, choice of test)
Not Applicable.

If relevant, are the methods sufficiently documented to allow replication studies?
Yes.

Are the data underlying the study available in either the article, supplement, or deposited in a repository?
(Sequence/expression data, protein/molecule characterizations, annotations, and taxonomy data are required
to be deposited in public repositories prior to publication)

No.
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Does the study adhere to ethical standards including ethics committee approval and consent procedure?
Not Applicable.

If relevant, have standard biosecurity and institutional safety procedures been adhered to?
Not Applicable.

Please provide your detailed review report to the editor and authors (including any
comments on the Q4 Check List):

I recommend this manuscript for publication with the following minor changes:

1. The title would benefit from changing “environmental” for “natural” because environmental history includes
human impact (humans are part of the environment).
2. The Authors should be consistent with usage of units. In line 122 temperature is given in °C, annual
precipitation is in mm. In line 57 and Fig. 2 temperature is given in °F, and in Fig. 2 precipitation is in inches.
3. Method section (lines 131-209) should include information about total nitrogen measurements. Potential
sources of nutrient loads, e.g., unregulated septic systems, should be mentioned in the discussion section.

Minor errors:
Lines 81-82: “Battarbee et al., 2001a; Battarbee et al., 2001b” should be “Battarbee et al., 2001a, 2001b;”
Line 138: “x-ray” should be „X-ray”.
Line 204: what was the mesh size?
Line 270: “XRF, TN, and P data are presented in Figure 8” should be “Results of elemental analyses are
presented in Figure 8”.
Line 490: “Oldfieldz” should be “Oldfield”.
Line 531: delete “Bronk Ramsey, C., (2009). Bayesian analysis of radiocarbon dates. Radiocarbon. 51,
337-360.”
Line 706: “Stene, E.A. (1993)” should be “Stene, E.A. (1997)”.
Line 808: “€” should be „(E)”.
Line 811: “x-radiograph” should be “X-radiograph”.
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OriginalityQ 6
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Significance to the fieldQ 8

Interest to a general audienceQ 9

Quality of the writingQ 10

Overall quality of the studyQ 11


