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The manuscript presents information pertaining to the amount and quality of OM supplied
to the Arctic Ocean and focuses on the fate of terrestrially-derived OM from coastal
erosion, river runoff and potential permafrost contributions. The authors provide a
summary and data from four field expeditions in the Mackenzie River Delta collected over
2019. 

I find little to criticise with this paper. It is well structured and easy to follow with well-
annotated figures. The table summary at the end is clear, however the Pangaea-download
appears to be locked and under moratorium until November. As such, it is unclear how to
test access to the datasets shown here. The table summary and information at the end of
the manuscript are clear and helpful. I appreciate the available code to reproduce the
figures. Congratulations to the authors for their work, especially given the breadth of the
data provided here.

My main question is surrounding authorships. Provided close partnerships with community
members noted throughout the manuscript and acknowledgements, wouldn't far more
inclusion of community members involved in the work not be suitable? Were none of the
community members essential in the work conducted?
 
Other queries/ suggestions below: 

Throughout, little information is provided on the error and uncertainties associated with
the instruments and methodologies used. Can this be more clearly highlighted in the text,
or state that it is in the associated data files (assuming it is?)

109: I am not sure if privileged s the correct word in this sentence. 



140: So to be clear, these were used to profile the water column at each site and not left
in-situ at all? Can you just make this more clear earlier as I wasn't sure on first quick read
until later on. 

Figure legends and text could be made clearer and larger in many of the figures. Maybe
I'm old. 

221-223 "Concentrations of TPC and TPN on filter subsamples required extrapolation
assuming uniformity of particulate matter on the filter". Do you have any estimates for the
actual variability in TPC/ TPN across the filter, i.e. multiple subsection punches from the
same filter? 

245 Leg 1 certainly shows more scatter at the lower end of the POC, TPC and ap(443). Is
this within the instrumental measurement error range? Do we have higher uncertainty in
the TPC measurements? Whilst I agree that Leg 1 generally fits within the linear
regression shown, a little note of whether this pattern is likely down to instrumental
uncertainty, or may suggest something else would be helpful. 

Figure 8. Can you please add a description of the units in the figure legend? 

Nutrients - uncertainty in concentrations using these colourimetric methods? The lowest
limit of detection?

Fig 10. data points excluded were from Leg 2 of Fig 10b correct? Please clarify in legend. 

390 To clarify, these supplemental datasets (e.g. radon, gases) are also available in Juhls
et al. 2021?

Table 2 - method "spectrofluorometry' is spelt incorrectly. 
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