Review of Gellis et al. by Bierman

Overall comments.

This is a much improved version of the ms than the last version I read.  I have few substantive comments excepting length.  I fear the ms in its current state is at least 20 to 25% too long.  There remain a few places where sediment yield and sediment production are mixed up but mostly they are very well identified.  This is an interesting contribution.  I am really pleased with how the valley bottom data are now explained.  Good work.

Presubmission issues:

1. I still suspect that the paper is too long for GEOLOGY but can’t check because of format.  With a 70% rejection rate for the journal, they will send back over length papers.  The paper needs to conform to length requirements before submission.

2. The paper is not in proper format for GEOLOGY submission.  It is not double spaced, the figure captions are not gathered together, and the figures are interspersed through the text.  Before submission, it needs to be formatted as suggested in the GEOLOGY web page.

3. Manuscript needs page numbers.

Comments keyed to the text by number below:

1. Why asterisk?

2. Need to add Department of Geology and School of Natural Resources to affiliations for Erik and for me.

3. No need for comma

4. I think you mean production here?

5. “suggested sediment yields as high as”

6. “high because of”

7. I find this use of erosion confusing; sentence is much clearer with out it.

8. NICE intro paragraph!

9. “Average”?

10. The entire INTRODUCTION has improved greatly since the last version.  I like it very much.  Good work.

11. If you are tight on space (and I think you are), this figure could go.  It doesn’t add much.

12. This detail could also go to save space.

13. Too much detail for this paper.  Remember your audience and space limits.  Condense and merge with paragraph above.

14. Too much detail for a lead sentence.  Remember your audience in GEOLOGY.  They don’t want to read narrated equations.

15. I don’t think this is a correct use of a semi colon, which should separate independent clauses.  I would do the list using commas and the values in parentheses.

16. This is not in proper format for GEOLOGY and needs to be changed before submission.  It also takes up the better part of a page.  It is at a level of detail that few readers will care about and thus dilutes the otherwise interesting ms.  I very strongly suggest that it be removed to a DATA REPOSITORY.  You should examine and use GSA format for table footnotes to explain table details to readers.  In the repository you can also place the rainfall discussion related to Table 1C that I suggested above you remove from the text.

17. Suggest estimate of what percentage is possibly bed load?

18. This is erroneous.  What you wrote means yr*kg/m^2…use kg m2 y-1 for clarity.

19. Where?  Be specific.

20. I would lead the discussion with a sentence that “spills the beans”.  Tell the reader right up front whether the rates are the same or different.

21. Be consistent and follow GEOLOGY usage for whether or not to capitalize figure and table references in the text.

22. This is a nice figure!

23. Not sure how to key this out?  What does 10-percentiles mean?  Perhaps explain in caption.

24. Fix these, they look odd.

25. Unit issues as for comment 18.

26. Data were.  Data are plural.  Datum is singular.

27. Slope of this line should be average annual sediment yield.  Give slope in caption.

28. These lines in the legend overlap.  Spread out for clarity.  You have lots of space.

29. I really like this paragraph a lot but I don’t follow your last sentence?  Why should great variability at one size basin suggest that you measure at different scales?  Why do you compare sediment yield to erosion rate in this sentence?  Unless I am missing something, I would remove this sentence.  It’s confusing.

30. This is a weak lead sentence after a very strong preceding paragraph.  I would pull the first two sentences and start with the third.

31. “generation”

32. New paragraph

33. I wonder about this.  At least some of Kirchner’s sites have been glaciated.  Such glacially overdeepened valleys store sediment.  Thus sediment generation rates (cosmo based) would reflect how much came off the hillslopes whereas stream loads reflect what makes it out of the mountains.  This hypothesis is testable…not here not now but later.

34. I might shorten this section.  It’s a long response to one paper and very hypothetical.  See if you can condense to emphasize major points relevant to Chavez and Puerco.

35. “sediment yields”

36. What does it mean to be “fenced out of the stream”.  Reword for clarity.

37. Unspilt infinitive

38. “which can then be compared to”

39. This is sort of preachy and so what.  I would stick to the data and your findings.   I think you can write a stronger conclusion.  After all, this is the impression with which you leave the reader.  Make it punchy!

