[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Responses to the Reviewers’ Comments 
Dear Reviewer,
We are most grateful for valuable comments which have been very helpful in improving our manuscript (JoVE59098, "Separation technology of uranium and thorium nuclide by extraction chromatography for 230Th-U dating of submarine hydrothermal sulfides"). We have made all corrections following your comments in this revised version. Here presented is a list of changes and answers to each point. Please find our detail responses (in blue font) to the comments (in black font) below.

Detailed answers are as follows.

Best regards,
Lisheng Wang


Reviewer #1:
Manuscript Summary:
Manuscript is prepared properly, clearly and in understandable way. Presented procedure is well organized and be useful for other researcher or analyst uses. Corresponding video material is also prepared in good manner. The paper and video are interesting and show a possibility to perform analysis of Th/U system using very small samples. I recommend this manuscript together with video to publishing, after some minor corrections.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Thank you very much. We have made all corrections following reviewer' comments and suggestions in this new version. 

Major Concerns:
I recommend to precise a title, changing it for example into: Separation procedure of uranium and thorium by extraction chromatography and MC-ICPMS determination for 230Th-U dating of submarine hydrothermal sulfides. As concerns video material in introduction there is no good synchronization between a voice and picture.
Thanks for the good suggestion. I have modified the title according to your proposal. Please see it in the modified title.

Minor Concerns:
In the Protocol at point 3.4 I propose to substitute a word "spike" for "spike solution".
Thank you for your comments. I have changed it in the revised manuscript. Please see it in the revised manuscript and the video.

Point 4. Instead of "chloride" please introduce "hydroxide".
Thanks. I have modified it according to your suggestion. Please see it in Point 4.

Point 4.1. Instead of "FeCl₃" I propose to put "Fe(III)". I understand that this is Authors intention.
Thank you for your comments. I have modified it according to your comments. Please see it in the revised manuscript.
