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Whipp and co-authors present a set of figures and accompanying code that illustrates the
interaction among spherical radius, effective uranium (eU), and closure temperature for
the apatite and zircon (U-Th)/He systems. This short communication will be a useful
reference for illustrating how radiation damage (as proportional to eU here) influences
closure temperature for a variety of grain sizes and cooling rates. This article is a nice
contribution that provides several useful modeling tools and reference points for the
community. I appreciate that someone has created plots of closure temperature for
apatite and zircon (U-Th)/He data that are easily referenced and citable, and that go
beyond the canonical closure temperature numbers that are still cited in some parts of the
literature. The article could be essentially published as is given the scope of the short
communication submission goals. I do have a few minor comments though:

Line 61: typo with “concentrations”

Line 91: Could you provide more details on the software here? Open-source code? What
language? Basic design?

Line 103: provide a short definition of what ESR is and why it’s a useful concept for
thinking about grain size

Line 115: also the annealing temperatures are higher than apatite

Line 177: this is an interesting observation, and deserving of a little more explanation and



highlighting. Do you an intuitive sense for why this is? Or, more precisely, can you explain
this behavior in the context of the damage-diffusivity response?

Figure 1: Because of the thermal history used here, the age differences in a and c are
slight, and within the standard deviation that we typically see in apatite and zircon (U-
Th)/He dates without any radiation damage effect. I’m wondering if a slower cooling rate
and therefore longer time period might be more representative of a “typical” time-
temperature path for which we’d want to investigate a date-eU correlation? Maybe all that
changes with a longer time-temperature path is the absolute numbers, but the contours
look relatively the same, so the basic point here remains unchanged. It just seems that a
cooling history of only 25-0 Ma and 250-0 oC would not really yield a date-eU correlation
in natural samples that would be interpretable.

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

http://www.tcpdf.org

