


























































Review of El Sole et al, SE 2020-81 
 
By James Evans 
 
I fill in the specific review criteria below, after some detailed comments on the text.   
 
Overall this is a good contribution, with detailed observations of structures and cementation patterns.  I suggest a 
slight recasting of the paper to the topic of the dbs and cementation, dropping a bit of the tectonic implications.  I 
also have a few editorial changes that I will provide via written edits on the manuscript – sorry to go old school. 
 
 
Specific edits 
 
Lines 15- 20 can be edited a bit;  edits attached. 
 
Line 33 – Wilson and Goodwin (2006) discuss these sorts of processes, as does Parnell et al, (2004 – j sed research);   
 
Lines 53 -55;  Min et al., 2001, and Shipton et al., 2002 provide data on db fault permeabilities;  Petrie et al, 2013 
show alteration / mineralization/ cementation patterns in db faults 
 
Lines 50-85 – could this be trimmed somewhat?   
 
Line 170-175, Figures 3 and 4.  It is a statistically stronger way to examine the data as vector data;  decimating into 
histograms is ok, but better to determine mean vector of the poles to the dbs, with dispersion statistics.   
 
186-187 – rephrase – cementation is a process, and you are describing here the distribution of zones, pods, etc., 
that reflect that cementation. 
 
Through the text, thee are sentences with phrases such as “more tabular”, etc., but we don’t always get what the 
more is relative to. 
 
307-308. Figure 9 doesn’t really report porosity data;  the data are in Del Sole and Antononellini, 2019; and the 
porosity data are derived from microscopy, so it’s a bit of an indirect measure.  
 
309 – oversized relative to what? 
 
428-431, Figure 12.  On figures like this, usually the negative numbers decrease upwards along the y axis...and I 
prefer the axes to be one the left and bottom like a normal graph - the origin will not be 0, 0 but that doesn’t 
matter for delta values. And the text here can be tighted a bit, I think;   
 
 
Cement from the nodules of the Loiano samples have δ13 C values between -7.68 and -1.47 ‰ (V-PDB) and δ18 O 
values between -4.42 and -1.35 ‰ (V430 PDB) (Figure 12).  The DBs-related nodules is 
characterized by isotope compositions between -5.41 and -1.47 ‰ (V-PDB) for δ13 C, and between -4.42 and -1.40 
‰ for δ18 O (V-PDB). The bedding-parallel nodules has isotope compositions between -7.68 and -5.94 ‰ (VPDB) 
for δ13C, and between -2.09 and -1.35 ‰ (V-PDB) for δ18O. 
 
 
460-490 – I am not sure how much of this is needed.  The focus of this paper is on the outcrop and microstructural 
observations and interpretations and the regional tectonics do not seem to be the main point 
 
 



505 not clear what the meaning of the orange is here – do you mean orange cements?  And orange color is 
redundant 
 
510-515 – I am sorry – I got a little lost here with the terms like “likely preserved”;  “suggest that cement 
dissolution..”  “suggesting that cementation postdate…”  There so many solid observations in this paper that I think 
you can state your interpreations more forcefully. 
 
519 and elsewhere – evidence is never plural evidences is not a word 
 
520. 800-1000 m 
 
530-535  - are these bed parallel nodules basically related to diagenesis of some sort 
 
540-560 This is not very clearly written – please see written edits on the text 
 
570- 715 – need to break this into paragraphs;  Shorten, and see edits.  I suggest separating the facts, and 
observations, and then discuss your interpretations;  read through this section and eliminate all the clauses at the 
beginning of many of the sentences;  In this section,  look for all the ‘coulds’ in this section.   My apologies – I think 
I am having COVID brain issues, but this section is pretty hard to read.  I think it takes away from your work by not 
being a bit shorter, clearer, and organized.   
 
593 594 – Precipitation occurs when the reaction is out of equilibrium.  “slowing” flow could push fluids to be 
closer to equilibrium with the host rocks, thus, less likely to precipitate 
 
What aspect(s) of this work / interpretation(s) address, or apply to, db faults-fluid flow questions in general? 
 
Suggest moderate revisions.  
 

Review criteria 

Principal criteria Excellent (1) Good (2) 

Scientific significance: 
Does the manuscript represent a substantial contribution to 
scientific progress within the scope of Solid Earth (substantial 
new concepts, ideas, methods, or data)? 

   XX 

Scientific quality: 
Are the scientific approach and applied methods valid? Are the 
results discussed in an appropriate and balanced way 
(consideration of related work, including appropriate 
references)? 

 XX   

Presentation quality: 
Are the scientific results and conclusions presented in a clear, 
concise, and well-structured way (number and quality of 
figures/tables, appropriate use of English language)? 

 Mostly – see 
above  

  

In the full review and interactive discussion, the referees and other interested members of the scientific 

community are asked to take into account all of the following aspects: 



1. Does the paper address relevant scientific questions within the scope of SE?  YES 

2. Does the paper present novel concepts, ideas, tools, or data?   YES  

3. Are substantial conclusions reached?  - Mostly – see above – the discussion section can be improved to 

strengthen the paper  

4. Are the scientific methods and assumptions valid and clearly outlined?  YES 

5. Are the results sufficient to support the interpretations and conclusions?  YES mostly 

6. Is the description of experiments and calculations sufficiently complete and precise to allow their 

reproduction by fellow scientists (traceability of results)? 

7. Do the authors give proper credit to related work and clearly indicate their own new/original 

contribution?  YES 

8. Does the title clearly reflect the contents of the paper?     YES 

9. Does the abstract provide a concise and complete summary? Mostly – see edits 

10. Is the overall presentation well structured and clear?   Mostly 

11. Is the language fluent and precise?   See edits 

12. Are mathematical formulae, symbols, abbreviations, and units correctly defined and used? 

13. Should any parts of the paper (text, formulae, figures, tables) be clarified, reduced, combined, or 

eliminated?  NO 

14. Are the number and quality of references appropriate?  YES 

15. Is the amount and quality of supplementary material appropriate?  ok 
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