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Wednesday, March 27, 2002

Dear Allen,

Please find enclosed a revised copy of our manuscript B25012.  It has been extensively revised in response to all three reviewers’ suggestions.  We have found the comments of both reviewers and the AE to be extremely useful and believe the manuscript has been strengthened by the review process.

Much of our work was directed at strengthening the discussion section as you suggested.  As recommended by the reviewers, we moved material from the discussion that was more appropriate for the results section.  In its place, we added detailed consideration of aggradation rates over time, correlation of fan records to other paleoclimate archives, and our opinions as to the utility of studying fans as paleoclimate archives.  We have integrated legends into the figures and have removed redundancy from the data repository as you requested.

Please find attached our detailed, point by point response to all three reviewers comments indexed by number where possible.  We have attempted to address all marginal comments on the marked up manuscript.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to publish our work in the Bulletin.  We look forward to seeing this paper in press.

Sincerely,

ELECTRONIC
Paul Bierman and Karen Jennings

RESPONSE TO AE REHEIS COMMENTS

Response to general comments:

1. We have broadened the discussion to include the 5 points raised by the AE.  (1) We have explicitly stated that no debris flow deposits were found in the fans.  (2) We have more explicitly defined the relationship between events and soils. We have added a table (Table 4) that shows the correlation of soils and events between fans explicitly. (3)  We have reworked a figure to show correlation of this study’s findings to others (4)  We have discussed the implications of our work for the study of humid region fans in general (5)  Wish that we could, but alas…it takes a trench and dating to know how old a fan is.  This is the second entirely historic fan we have trenched and so far we have no way to predict fan age a priori except perhaps the preservation of strata?  There are clues, such as the size of the drainage basin, and the height of the terrace above modern river grade that we used when selecting fans but most terraces are undated making this also an uncertain method.

A. We have incorporated the tables as legends onto the figures. (1) done (2) done (3) Tables made into legends.  First author feels very strongly about not changing unit designations, we both feel that clasts are integral to stratigraphy and that shading really detracts from the logs (we tried it).

2. We have clarified the trenching descriptions.

3. We have one example of a modern fan that is all silt (in Stowe, Vermont – reported on by Nichols et al., 2001, Norteastern GSA abstract).  The base of the fan is uncertain but below the organic containing GS unit.

4. The trench intersections have been described more fully on page 6 and added to the figures.

5. Agree, addressed by further description of Vermont fan morphology on page 6.

6. We agree and have rearranged the order accordingly.

7. The Maidstone fan is undeniably historic.  The underlying age is robust and 9 of the 10 ages from in the fan are consistent with very recent deposition.  We have used historic data for settlement and now assign an age of ≥ 250 years to the fan  (which is consistent with almost all radiocarbon age estimates at 2 sigma). We have expanded the discussion of soil formation at Maidstone fan to incorporate the reviewer’s concerns.  This fan is fast!  But it’s not the only screamer.  We have a similar, fully historic fan in Huntington, Vermont (Bierman et al., 1997).

8. Correct observation.  Inference removed.

9. We have added colluvium as a potential source.  Hard to understand dates in Hancock fan.  C8 is above soil horizon, C 22 is below?  As you see in text, we put little weight on this fan.

10. We agree with the reviewer that this statement was arm waving, and we have removed it from the manuscript.

10, 11, 12 We have completely reworked this section starting with the trench logs and carefully reinterpreting all event and soil ages.  We have crafted a new table (Table 4) that gives explicit correlation between fans for all interpreted soils and events.  We have played down aggradation rate calculations and the inferences drawn from them.

13. Table 8 has been changed to Figure 10 as suggested.

RESPONSE TO REVIEWER 1 COMMENTS

There is little to respond to in the comments of reviewer 1.  We are at a loss to explain why Vermont fans do not preserve debris flow deposits and any conclusions we draw would be speculative at best.  We have stated more clearly in the text that we see no evidence for debris flow deposition.  We have removed all but one direct reference to figures in the data repository.  The one remaining supports a suggestion made in the text.

The contradiction between the abstract and conclusions has been reconciled.

as we have moved away from interpreting aggradation rates. The misstatement on page 20 has been corrected.

 RESPONSE TO REVIEWER 2 COMMENTS:

1. The sentence in question was reworded to address this comment.

2. We’ve included a short discussion of the closed system nature of these fans.

3. We have calculated sediment yields and now include a paragraph of discussion about them.  This was a very insightful comment that helped us to beef up the discussion.

4. Footnote added regarding data repository files.

5. We narrowed this sentence to reflect fans we investigated.

6. We added reference to the Hemlock blight and to the time between deglaciation and the appearance of woody vegetation.

7. There are colluvial and terrace deposits upstream, wording we added to the text.

8. We agree and removed the word systematic from the sentence.

9. All references to “large gravel” changed to “coarse gravel.”

10. Wording changed as per reviewer’s request.  Timing of deglaciation and fan deposition now more explicitly considered in the ms.

11. Addressed by further description of Vermont fan morphology on page 6.

12. We have removed spodsol references.  Ours was not a soil study so we have toned down soil implications.

13. Sentence was reworded to clarify intent…Hancock is hard to understand because there is so much cut and fill.

14. It is clear from Maidstone that soil color can develop VERY quickly.  No perching possible here.  Deposit is very sandy.

15. We don’t have the data to answer this comment fully.  Modern fans deposition does not show channel incision except at fan head.

16. As mentioned above, this comment was a very useful catalyst.  We have made calculations of sediment yields and compared them to other estimates.  We have also included calculation and discussion of erosion rates at the five field sites.

17. We agree and the three sections (‘Fan Sedimentology and Stratigraphy,’ ‘Fan Development,’ and ‘Soil Development’) were moved to RESULTS.

18. Maybe, but soils are sometime quite continuous.  We now  mention the effect of prehistoric forest cover on soil discontinuity.

19. Comment addressed as mentioned above.

20. As mentioned above, entire discussion of events and correlation has been reworked and expanded in new discussion.

21. Done.

22. We’ve moved the sections as suggested and included a paragraph discussing recurrence intervals.

23. See comment 20!

24.  Figure 10 was made to display this information.

25. We’ve added a sentence to point out that indeed what we are detecting is not the large scale vegetation changes that pollen detects but short duration storms.

26. Agree.

27. Fixed now as legend accompanies each pair of figures.

28. We have redrafted figure 9 to accommodate sediment yields and we have added table 4 that considers events.

29.  These tables have been simplified into figure legends, with the detailed information in them now moved to the data repository.

DATA REPOSITORY – We have followed reviewer’s suggestion and streamlined the repository contribution.

