Decision: The reviewer finds that though this manuscript studied an interesting topic, it is below acceptable level, and to be rejected.
General Comments:

1. Introduction is very long with sentences which are not directly related to results.
2. Do dose rate and total dose, and temperature in this work well simulate the environment of the Earth in the Geological time range?
3. Consider moving some sentences in “Remarks” to “Introduction.”
4. The reason why malonic acid was selected for the purpose should be much emphasized.
Technical Comments:

1. Why were two levels of dose rate selected? The result does not refer to the dose rate.
2. Description of computation (page 2) is insufficient.
3. In gas chromatogram (Figure1, page 3), assignment is not sufficient.
4. In Figure 2, one can draw (straight) lines for 4 figures, though computation gives curves.
5. Reaction scheme in pages 2-3 needs much explanation.
Editorial Comments:

1. In many places, “irradiation dose” should be “absorbed dose.”
2. Abstract should be in one paragraph.
3. Use indent when new paragraph is started.
4. In Figure 1(page 3), legends for axis are missing.
5. In references (page 7), [20] may be by O’Donnell J, not O.
6. In references (page 7), [21] should be “The radiation chemistry of water”, not “if.”
Best regards,
Reviewer

