Response to Reviewer 1 Comments

[bookmark: _Hlk14266557]First of all, the authors would like to thank the reviewer for the helpful feedback and input. We highly appreciate the time and effort you put into reviewing our article.
In the following table, we address each comment individually.
	Reviewer comment
	Author’s response
	Revised text

	The title of the paper (Characterizing the urban mine + challenges of simplified chemical analysis of anthropogenic mineral residues) is a bit confusing, maybe not precise. I can classify the paper in the category of analytical chemistry and subcategories of mineral waste / mineral resources. More precisely, the paper is on the lack of applicability of typical wet (“in house”, according Authors definition) analytical routs and XRF for satisfactorily accurate determination of the wide range of metals in complex mineral matrixes.
	Thank you very much for this comment. With this title we have tried to build a bridge between chemical analysis and the importance of methodology for creating a harmonized urban mine knowledge database. Nevertheless, we hope to be able to win readers from the various disciplines of the scientific community by choosing this title.
	-

	The Authors put a lot of work, trying (I guess) to use simplified methods or the ideal, from the end-user point of view, XRF for credible determination of the metals content in two exemplary substances. They honestly described their attempts in the paper + supplementary material. Even if am a bit lost in details, conclusions are clear – simplified methods or XRF may be use for evaluation of some trends in concentration changes and rough absolute concentrations, not for reliable analysis of complex minerals. I firmly recommend the paper for publication – it is a good lesson to be careful with the routine analysis results.
	We deeply appreciate the reviewer’s feedback and assessment of our article and work. Thank you for your kind and constructive words.
	-

	Besides, I suggest Authors to clarify the caption of Figure 4. There is no green in the “a” figure. There is no explanation of colors in the figure “b”. Compare lines 459,460 in the text.
	Thank you for pointing this mistake out. We have changed the caption accordingly.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Comparison of the element mass fractions per sample determined with ED-XRF and validated methods, indicating no significant difference in black and significant differences in red letters (a). Relation of the relative difference to the reference values and the element’s atomic number Z for BATT (green) and MIN (blue).







