Dear Editor,
Everything crossed out in the copy of your notes appended to this note has been addressed. As for
the other stuff:

It is important to at least mention Lu-Hf, as that was an important driver for the study and a justification
for why we were allowed to do this project. As that portion of the project ended up being fairly
uninteresting, we have reduced the content, but we feel it is important to let the community we
checked this- these days most zircons dated by SIMS end up going for Lu-Hf eventually, and whether
or not CA disturbs in-situ Lu-Hf analysis is important to know for people deciding whether or not to CA
their samples.

The lines relating to upgrades to the SHRIMP (245-248) are useful in case other labs try to reproduce
these results. We find that the new stage gives much lower variation in QT1Y steering- e.g. more
consistent ion trajectories from the sample surface to the mass spectrometer. We don’t know if this is
necessary for achieving highly accurate and precise SIMS U-Pb results (e.g. better than 0.5%), but we
feel it is worth mentioning so that other labs who try to reproduce these results know exactly what
setup we are using.

Crossout below has been addressed:

Title, abstract and throughout: The data you present are relevant to all SIMS notJust SHRIMP Please
replace this term (

you-use-them; | know they are well known, but geochronology aims to reach a wider audience.

Title: correct the inconsistent use of capital letters {irace-elements—notTrace), and | would remove Lu-
Hf as this is really a minor aspect.

Abstract: Pbaeestmi—w&h—a—semeneee*plaﬁmngthe—seepeef—the—etudy then report data and results.
Throughout: | recommend using U d
U/Pb, as for Lu-Hf or Rb- Sr where Pb/U is the ratio measured
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| look forward to seeing the revised version of the MS.

Kind regards
Daniela Rubatto
Associate Editor
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