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I have read with interest the paper “The boundary between the eastern and western
domains of the Pyrenean Orogen: a Cenozoic triple junction zone in Iberia?” by S.
Tavani. This paper provides a thorough reappraisal of the lateral culmination of the
Pyrenees, reassessing the available information and integrating with new data col-
lected. I find the paper of interest, in general, and the implications appealing. However,
the latter are not well supported, and come suddenly in the discussion. While I suggest
an overhaul to streamline the text -it is in part hard to follow- I would also recommend
explaining more in depth the plate kinematics implications, to increase the appeal of
the paper. I agree that reconciling the geological data with the plate kinematics in this
area is very difficult. Important to realise is that the problem is relative to the Iberian
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plate, first, in order to make progress. The Pyrenees, in facts, do not fit common plate
tectonics paradigms in many ways: there is no clear subduction in tomography, al-
most margin-parallel convergent motions, no independent motions of the Iberian block
and un-constrained pre-break up kinematics, defining its original position. For this rea-
son the solution proposed has the potential to introduce a novelty, although needs to
be reshaped to be more convincing. The plate kinematic problem can be addressed
spanning across the many different published rotation set and reconstructions. Most
of the time, the rotation poles are refined to fit the local model, although they introduce
inconsistencies in neighbouring domains, not always addressed (see Capitanio and
Goes, 2006, Geophys. J. Int., v. 165, p. 804-816).

I have some specific comments:

Abstract The many details of the structures make it a bit confused. The abstract could
be rewritten to focus on the main outcome of the paper, that is the independent tecton-
ics of the domain investigated and its role in the plate kinematics of the area.

Introduction The introduction does not provide element to understand clearly the ratio-
nale of this work. Besides, it does not explain, nor motivate the aim set by the title. The
introduction should be a bit streamlined to serve better this purpose. Details on the
structures are redundant, as they are provided clearly in the following sections.

Discussion I don’t understand the points made on the kinematics, they are not well
introduced. In particular I don’t understand the point three, talking about a rotation of
4ËŽ, is it calculated by the Author? how? I find the discussion of the structures redun-
dant, so that the discussion might be the right place to speculate on the implications for
the kinematics. There are different works published on the kinematics models in this
area, not only the two referred to. The inconsistencies in these works might not result
from different kinematics set. Also this section would benefit from some larger-scale
sketch and reconstructions.

Line 9 “Iberain” change into “Iberian” Also “and scraping off of the” remove one of the
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two off or of.

“thiN–Skinned” throughout the text should be changed in “thin–skinned”

section 3.3. line 2 change “hangingvall” in to ‘hangingwall”

page 530 line 1 change “potion” into “portion”

pag. 531, line 17 “?elds” please amend

Fig. 1 The CTA is not indicated in the figure or in the caption.

Fig.20 and 21 could be better thought to support the discussion. In particular, fig. 20 is
not clear, and the structural sketch is not merged with the larger scale. Then is difficult
to link it to the next figure.
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