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begin_report (use as much space as is needed):
The paper describe the results of a radiometric analysis performed on Southeast Brazilian coastal sand deposits with the aim of gaining insight on the geological evolution of this region during the Quaternary. The paper is well organized and clearly written. However there are some points to be considered before publication:
Edition remarks:

1. The two figures must be rotated to the right position. This will result, in addition, in the required paper length of 6 pages and the possibility to enlarge the graphics. This is particularly important in figure 1 where the text of the inset legend is read with difficulty.
2. It seems that in figure 2 there is an extra “e” on the inset legend for the filled circles.

3. In the last sentence of Material and Methods, “reference” should be in plural.
4. In the first paragraph (second sentence) of Results: “The coastal plain ... present ...” change present to “presents”.
5. In the first paragraph (last sentence) of Results, “ú” is missing in “Bzios”.

Content remarks:
1. For clarity, the meaning of “e” in eTh and eU and the meaning of “(delta)13C” should be briefly explained.
2. In the 3rd paragraph (last sentence) it is indicated that the ratio eTh/K varies from 0-2 to 7, nevertheless in figure 2 there is a point with a value of ~40.
3. From the presented data it is not straightforward the presence of a cyclic pattern of the eTh/eU mentioned in the 5th paragraph of Results. This results from the analysis of samples taken at different beach depths or from “samples collected from lower to upper beach” as stated in Materials and Methods?
4. The clarity of the last paragraph of Results could be improved if the different ratios and site numbers are explicitly cited for each site, because it is impossible to identify all the corresponding points on figure 2 (unless for Guarapari that has the highest eTh/K ratio). In addition, could you briefly explain the criterion followed for the classification (circles, triangles, etc.) of points in figure 2?
5. If there are changes, update the information of reference [5].
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