Dear Referee #2
Thank you so much for your time in carefully reviewing our manuscript. We believe the
comments will greatly help revise our original manuscript.
This short paper delivers a set of surface velocity time series data spanning 5 years.
The spatial coverage is good, with data from 3 likely surging and 7 non-surging, surge
type glaciers near the Alaska-Yukon border. This data set should find its way into
publication, as it may offer some new insights into how surge behavior may be initiated
and terminated as well as how the surging state differs from the quiescent phase
behavior.
Thank you for your comments.
Unfortunately, I think the manuscript requires major revisions before it is ready for
publication. Setting aside the writing, which currently makes the manuscript very
challenging to read, the discussion and conclusions do not fit well with my
understanding of surge type glaciers. The authors could do much more in terms of
investigating their results in comparison to others, and providing better discussion of
when and where the patterns of change they observe are consistent or different with
what others have seen.
It became clear that we failed to deliver our findings correctly. We will re-write
substantially the manuscript, reorganizing the contents.
I also think that too much emphasis is being placed on the description of the winter
speed and subsequent down glacier propagation of the anomaly. This phenomena does
not appear in all the data sets provided, and does not seem to be such a novel finding.
Reviewer one has already done a good job of explaining this. Moreover, I would
suggest the authors look more deeply into the critical transition period in the fall, and
reevaluate accordingly.
As we discussed in the Reply to Referee#1, we consider that our observed winter
speed-up signals are qualitatively different from the previously known signals. It is true,
however, that not all the glaciers clearly exhibit the winter speed-up signals, and thus
we will substantially modify the texts and possibly the figures.
I’m struggling to interpret the RGB composite intensity images. They all seem to be a
little too conveniently homogeneous; as if the glacier is either entirely surging or

entirely quiescent. Other data presented in the paper seems to be telling a more
complex story. The authors should do a better job of explaining the significance of these
data, and how the reader is to interpret them.
Our explanations were not helpful enough to interpret the results. The RGB method is
used to visualize the temporal changes of surface intensities in a single image. Yasuda
and Furuya (RSE, 2013) demonstrated significant changes in the surface backscatter
intensities, which they attributed to the emergence of crevasses associated with the
glacier surge. We will add the details in the revision.
The figures are inconsistent, and some present outright puzzles to the viewer. This is
especially true of figure 6, which I still can not understand the dates for. Also try and
capitalize on other data in the figures. For example, place a colored (red?) border
around frames where a surge is occurring. Consider providing similar clues to the
reader for frames that contain mini-surges, or other phenomena discussed in the text.
We apologize for the inconvenience. We will change the Figure 6 and its caption so that
it will be much clearer.
The paper should be read aloud, several times, by a native English speaker, and the
numerous problems might be corrected.
The revised manuscript will be checked by English editing services again.
The data remain a potential asset to the community, but a fair amount of work must be
done before they can be presented.
Thank you for your evaluation. We are sure these observation data is valuable to better
understand glacier dynamics.

Best regards,
Takahiro Abe and Masato Furuya

