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Dear Dr. Dietrich, Thank you for submitting your manuscript which has been seen by
three reviewers, who all are very critical to the presented evidence.

Reviewer 1 finds that the general evidence for impact structure is insufficient, and that
much of the presented analysis may be omitted.

Reviewer 2 finds that the geophysical evidence in not convincing and further finds that
the petrological/mineralogical arguments are insufficient, and that the discussion is
lengthy and unbalanced.
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Reviewer 3 finds that the manuscript does not provide sufficient evidence for and im-
pact origin of the structures discussed, and suggest that you provide further evidence
that an endogenic origin can be ruled out.

In this situation I can only recommend rejection of the present version of the
manuscript. Sorry that I cannot respond more positive at present.

With best wishes, Hans Thybo Acting Editor

Interactive comment on Solid Earth Discuss., 5, 1511, 2013.
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