30 April 2010

Hi Ken,

What a hoot! I loved the mix of "ancient" oceanography (magnesium links) to modern methods (SOLO floats) with the practical touch (dropping bolts into the trap funnels with a science-class ROV to calculate buoyancy). Now that I write the last phrase, I'm not sure if "science-class" means an ROV used in a science class or if it is a science-class grade of ROV, though that has no impact on what was done. As an undergraduate I went to Lake Kivu (Rift-Valley lake in Africa) with a post-doc of Carl Wunsch to drop microstructure recorders into the lake that was warm at the bottom due to hydrothermal heating and probably vents. A pressure-activated release was the primary means of dropping a weight so it would rise to the surface. The backup release was a magnesium link that would corrode, and trying to get closer to the bottom, we put in a higher pressure link. It didn't come up when expected, but we figured the link would soon do its magic. Of course that would work in the open ocean, but there was one problem in Kivu - anoxic bottom waters.

I will say that I was a bit disappointed when you said this was just the methods portion of the work, but after reading it, I think it has a lot of important practical information about what did and didn't work in approaching the question of the influence of icebergs on the carbon cycle. Some might think it is a little bit long, but i don't see an easy way to cut much. It reads very well and covers all the pertinent points except two. First is the question of why you used funnels. A sentence or two should be added on page 5 where you describe using funnels for traps. Obviously the purpose is to increase the collecting area, but that should be stated along with the point that since they are neutrally floating traps, there should be very little flow past the trap to induce turbulence. It should also be acknowledged that material might collect on the slopes of the funnels, but that the need to collect as much sample as possible in a short period of time outweighed the concern of possible collection on the sides. I believe that some pertinent discussion of the first part was included in Buesseler et al. 2007.

The second issue is that I would like to see CTD profiles of T and S in the area in which you were working - not for a detailed analysis, but for a sense of what the water column structure looked like. I think that would be more helpful than the pictures of particles collected in the traps. I don't think the pictures really add to this paper.

The labels in Fig 3 and 4 need to be larger. It also needs some work to make it easier for the reader to tell what text goes with which panel. It looks a little jumbled.

Fig. 5 took a while to understand fully. The y-axis of B needs to be changed.

The last 2-paragraph section has redundancy. I've suggested a possible change to make one paragraph.

I have attached a .doc file in tracking mode with my few suggestions.
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