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Abstract

Anomalous coarse-grained sediment layers beneath the North Atlantic likely originated from sediment
freeze-on to the base of ice sheets during the last glacial period. These layers represent periods of extreme
ice discharge, called Heinrich events, and are variously attributed to ice stream flow instability, ice shelf
collapse, or enhanced terminus melting due to ocean warming. In this paper, we study the processes
controlling how sediment freezes on to the base of ice streams and predict the volume of sediment conveyed
by icebergs during a Heinrich event. The local thickness of frozen sediment is sensitive to the heat flux
at the ice-bed interface and the water pressure, both of which also contribute to the controls on basal
friction; as the basal water pressure increases, both the frozen sediment thickness and the basal friction
decrease. The sediment discharged during a Heinrich event must have frozen on to the ice during the
inter-Heinrich period. As the Heinrich event proceeds, the frozen sediment melts off the base of the
ice stream, indicating that the thickness of sediments deposits in the North Atlantic may not reliably
constrain Heinrich event duration. Choosing reasonable parameters corresponding to the Hudson Strait
Ice Stream, our model of sediment freeze-on and discharge is consistent with observational estimates of
Heinrich event sediment discharge volume.

This paper is a postprint of a peer-reviewed manuscript published in Earth and Planetary
Science Letters with the doi: 10.1016/j.epsl.2019.115725.
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1 Introduction

During the last glacial period, massive sediment-laden armadas of icebergs were periodically discharged
from the Northern Hemisphere ice sheets, after which they melted and deposited coarse-grained sediment
throughout the North Atlantic. Originating from fast-flowing ice streams of Northern Hemisphere ice sheets
(e.g. Laurentide, Fennoscandian, British), the 5-10 kyr periodicity of these sediment layers indicates a
corresponding periodicity in the discharge from these ice streams, with a long quiescent phase interrupted
by a short active phase that begets the ice-rafted debris observed in the North Atlantic ocean sediments.
The active period in ice stream discharge and the sediment layers produced are known as Heinrich events
(Heinrich, 1988; Hemming, 2004).

Heinrich events offer a unique view into the dynamics of past ice sheets — coupling climate, ocean,
and ice sheet processes. In this way, studying Heinrich events may also shed light on the dynamics of
present ice sheets, exemplified by the observations of stagnation/reactivation in Antarctic ice streams on
multi-centennial timescales (Hulbe and Fahnestock, 2007; Catania et al., 2012; Mantelli et al., 2016). On
the longer timescales of Heinrich events, stagnation/reactivation occurs due to snow accumulation, basal
warming from frictional heat, and increased lubrication from basal meltwater decreasing the sliding friction.
This mechanism for Heinrich events has alternately been referred to as the ‘binge—purge’ or thermal oscillation
hypothesis (MacAyeal, 1993a,b; Fowler and Schiavi, 1998; Robel et al., 2013). The timing of Heinrich events
is notable in that they coincide with periods of relatively cold temperatures in the Northern Hemisphere due
to Milankovitch forcing and are not clearly correlated with Dansgaard-Oeschger events (Ziemen et al., 2019).
Therefore, it is difficult to implicate the atmosphere in driving Heinrich events. The timing of the Heinrich
layers does, however, correlate with changes in the Atlantic Ocean overturning circulation (Alvarez-Solas
et al., 2010, 2011, 2013), which may trigger Heinrich events either by disintegrating ice shelves (Hulbe, 1997;
Hulbe et al., 2004; Marcott et al., 2011) or by warm water overtopping a sill generated by isostatic rebound
of the earth (Bassis et al., 2017).

In addition to the ice-rafted debris, there is strong climatic evidence for large volumes of ice being
discharged during Heinrich events (Broecker, 1994; Ganopolski and Rahmstorf, 2001; Hemming, 2004). The
ice-rafted debris layers within ocean sediments indicates that large volumes of sediment were carried by
calved icebergs. Yet fast ice stream flow is not a favorable regime in which to freeze on sediment: friction
and geothermal heat cause the base of the ice stream to melt and, as we show here, the water pressure
would be too high to overcome porescale surface energy, which acts to prevent the ice from infiltrating into
basal sediments. It has long been known (e.g. Alley and MacAyeal, 1994) that there is a paradox inherent
in maintaining sediment frozen at the base of an ice stream at the same time that rapid ice stream flow
produces high volumes of sediment discharge during Heinrich events. The prevailing conceptual solution to
this paradox (Alley and MacAyeal, 1994) is that sediment must be stored during the inter-Heinrich period.
However, the physical mechanism of this storage is not well understood.

While numerous models exist to describe the extreme discharge of ice during Heinrich events, there is
a gap in understanding of how sediment freezes on to the base of an ice stream given the elevated melt
rates and water pressures. In this paper, we study the process by which frozen sediment attaches to the
base of glaciers using a thermomechanical treatment derived from first principles and verified experimentally
(Rempel et al., 2004; Rempel, 2007, 2008). Modifying the binge—purge formulation developed by Robel et al.
(2013), we include these new physics of sediment freeze-on while maintaining a framework that could be
applied to any ice sheet model, including models that contain the other mechanisms for Heinrich events, i.e.
ice shelf collapse or ocean warming. The combination of binge-purge and sediment freeze-on models allows
us to simulate Heinrich events as long-period oscillations in ice stream velocity, which pick up and discharge
sediment-laden ice. Our model produces a theoretical prediction for the timing and volume of sediment
discharge during a Heinrich event.

This paper is organized as follows: first, we describe the physics of subglacial freeze-on. Then, we couple
freeze-on to the Robel et al. (2013) formulation of the binge—purge model. We follow our model description
with a section showing our results for the timing and volume of sediment discharged in a Heinrich event,
which we discuss in the context of observational estimates of Heinrich event sediment discharge, leading to
a brief conclusion section.
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2 Model

2.1 Frozen fringe thermomechanics

The conservation of mass, momentum, and energy at the basal interface between ice and sediment are
manifestations of macroscopic ice stream features such as the ice thickness, basal velocity, and temperature
profile. At the base of ice streams underlain by porous sediments, ice can infiltrate into the sediments if
the pore water pressure is low enough within the sediment interstices (Rempel, 2007, 2008; Meyer et al.,
2018) by the same process that gives rise to frost heave in subaerial environments (O’Neill and Miller, 1985;
Fowler and Krantz, 1994; Rempel, 2010). In this section, we describe the theory for how ice infiltrates into
sediments and forms what is known as a frozen fringe, which is named as an analogy to the capillary fringe
in vadose zone hydrology (Rempel, 2012).

The two primary quantities that control the infiltration of ice into a given sediment (i.e. initiation of a
frozen fringe) are the basal melt rate i and the effective pressure N, which itself determines the state of
consolidation and thereby modulates the porosity, ¢. Considering the energy balance at the base of an ice
stream, the sources of heat are geothermal ), and frictional Qs while heat is carried away by conduction
into the overlying ice Qp. Thus, the melt rate r is given as

pigm:Qg'f'Qf_Qba (1)

where p; is the ice density and Z is the specific latent heat. Although the geothermal heat flux can be
considered a fixed parameter, the frictional and basal heat fluxes are dependent on ice stream evolution,
which we calculate from the ice stream evolution model of Robel et al. (2013), and these heat fluxes would
likely be different for another choice of ice sheet model.

The force balance at the basal interface is paramount in determining whether ice can infiltrate into the
subglacial sediment. The deficit between the overburden pressure o, from the weight of overlying ice and
the water pressure p,, is referred to as the effective pressure N, i.e.

N =04 — pu, (2)

and it represents the load carried by grain contacts within the sediment skeleton. The shear stress at the
basal interface 7, is related to the effective pressure through the Mohr-Coulomb relationship, given by

Ty = piV, (3)

where p is the coefficient of friction (having neglected cohesion; Iverson et al., 1998; Minchew et al., 2016).
In this way, the effective pressure sets the sediment yield stress, which is the primary restraint to glacier
motion and controls the ice velocity, thus, Heinrich event initiation.

2.1.1 Premelting and ice infiltration

At the microscopic scale, the interface between the ice and sediments is not flat. Rather, the ice conforms to
the sediment surface with a thin layer of premelted water separating the ice and sediment particles (figure
la; Rempel, 2008). Irrespective of whether the interface is at or far below the pressure melting temperature,
premelted water can achieve an equilibrium with the ice and adjacent sediment particles due to quantum
dipole moment fluctuations and other microphysical processes (Dash et al., 2006). The intermolecular
interactions that cause premelting allow forces to be transferred between the ice and sediment grains, enabling
the ice pressure to exceed the water pressure. In other words, the water can remain liquid at temperatures
far below the bulk melting temperature while in contact with the ice because it is at a different pressure, i.e.
N > 0, due to premelting (Meyer et al., 2018; Rempel and Meyer, 2019). Across the thin layer of premelted
water that separates the ice and sediment grains, the disjoining force repels the ice from the sediment grains
and transfers the effective pressure load deficit onto the sediment skeleton (figure la).

As the effective pressure increases, the premelted films on top of sediment particles thin and the ice curves
into the interstitial pore space. At a critical effective pressure py set by the surface energy viw and the radius
of curvature of the interstitial pore throats 7, the ice can infiltrate into the sediments and generate a frozen
fringe (figure 1b), where the critical effective pressure is given as

2%iw ()
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Figure 1: Schematic of a frozen fringe: (a) The partially saturated frozen fringe sits between pure ice and
unfrozen till. The temperature Ty at the bottom of the fringe zs is greater than the temperature T, at the
top of the fringe zy = 2y + h, where h is the fringe thickness. (b) Force balance dictates that the effective
pressure N must be greater than py for a fringe to form.

For micron sized pore throats and 7;w = 0.034 N/m, the entry pressure is py ~ 70 kPa (Rempel, 2008; Meyer
et al., 2018; Lipovsky et al., 2019).

The ice that enters the pore space to form a frozen fringe partially saturates the available porosity,
meaning that there is both water and ice between sediment grains. Accordingly, for a given control volume,
the total fringe density py is partitioned as

pr = (1= )ps +6Sp; + (1 — S)pu, (5)

where ¢ is the porosity, S is the ice saturation, ps, p;, and p,, are the sediment, ice, and water densities
respectively (e.g. Meyer and Hewitt, 2017). The ice saturation is the fraction of the pore space occupied by
ice and varies within the fringe as a function of temperature. The temperature at the bottom of the fringe
T is set by curvature and premelting as

7 (6)

which is below the bulk melting temperature T, that is described by the generalized Clapeyron relation,
consistent with the Gibbs-Thomson effect (Worster, 2000; Dash et al., 2006; Rempel, 2008). The temperature
at the top of the fringe Ty is set by the force, heat, and mass balance constraints described below. The
saturation within a frozen fringe is then empirically described by

B
T — Ty

S=1—| 55— 7
= .
where the exponent 8 has been tabulated (Andersland and Ladanyi, 2004). Additionally, equation (7) ensures
that the saturation is zero at the bottom of the fringe where T' = Ty, while a finite jump in saturation to

S =1 takes place at the top of the fringe.
Water flow through the interstices and along the thin films within the fringe can be model with Darcy’s

law. The permeability of the fringe to water flow depends on the saturation, and therefore, the temperature
structure. An empirical relationship for the permeability k is given as

T — Tr\
k=ko| ——
(2=1) 8
where the exponent o has also been tabulated (Andersland and Ladanyi, 2004) and % conforms to the
permeability kg of the sediments beneath the fringe (Rempel, 2008).
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2.1.2 Heave rate of a frozen fringe

Across the liquid layers that separate ice and till, there are disjoining forces between all interstitial ice
grains and sediment particles. The combined effect of all of these forces, gives rise to the heave force that is
responsible for vertical displacement in frost heave (Rempel et al., 2001, 2004) and a heave rate V', which is
given as

42 (T — Ty + 0 J5} S4T) — N

2 2
pin (ze (1—¢S) nRr?
P

V:

(9)

where we have neglected gravitational effects in the fringe, 7 is the viscosity of water (which to a good
approximation is independent of temperature and film thickness), R is the sediment grain size, and d is the
thickness of the premelted films coating these grains (Rempel and Worster, 1999; Wettlaufer and Worster,
2006; Rempel, 2008). The first term in the numerator is the pressure exerted by the sediment particles
on the ice and the second term is the effective pressure. The denominator is a combination of water-flow
permeability and thin film flow resistance at the fringe—glacier contact zy, which we treat approximately
using a single characteristic R while neglecting variations in d with temperature.

To solve for the heave rate V' we need to determine the temperature distribution within the fringe.
In general, this involves solving a transient, free-boundary, second-order partial differential equation for
temperature (Rempel, 2007, 2008). Instead, we make a common approximation and treat the temperature
distribution within the fringe as linear (Fowler and Krantz, 1994; Rempel, 2008; Anderson and Worster,
2014), i.e.

T+ -1 (22L). (10)

Based on this solution, we define the fringe thickness as h = z; — zy and the temperature gradient G as

Ty =1, Qg+ Qy
= — e 1
R i 9, ()

where K is the thermal conductivity. The temperature gradient is a negative quantity since Ty > Ty, i.e.
the bottom of the fringe is warmer than the top of the fringe (cf. figure 1). The amount of undercooling at
the top of the fringe can be nondimensionally quantified as

Th — T Gh

0, = =1 12
‘T, Ty T — T’ (12)

where 6, is unity for a nascent fringe and grows with the size of the fringe.
Using the linear temperature profile and the dimensionless undercooling, along with the constitutive
behavior from equations (7) and (8), we can evaluate equation (9) and determine the rate of heave as

v B W)y,
Lo (ot — 1) + (9,Z A+ —1)+ ¢ (95 A+ —1)+H

a+1 a—pB+1 a—26+1

where V* and II are defined as

2
v o= _@) (14a)
PitmT)
ka‘oGRQ
I = - prost (14b)

7 (T —T)) @

These quantities can be thought of as the nominal heave rate V* and liquid flow resistance around a sediment
grain relative to the permeable flow resistance through the fringe II. Thus, from equation (13) and the
parameters in table 1, we can can calculate the heave rate for a given fringe thickness, effective pressure,
and heat fluxes.
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pi 920 kgm™3 Yiw  0.034 J m~2

pw 1000 kg m~3 n 1.8 x 1073 Pas
ps 2650 kg m~3 rp, 107%m

R  4x10°m a 31

K 2kgms3K! I3 1.3

£ 334x10°m?s2 4 0.6

d 108 m a 1.41x10° Pa
Q, 0.050 W m~? b 21.7

T, 273K pr  6.8x10* Pa

ko 4.1 x107'7 m? w  90x10% m

Table 1: Table of parameters for frozen fringe model and Heinrich event calculations.

2.1.3 Time evolution of a frozen fringe

To determine the transient evolution of the fringe, we again treat the temperature distribution within the
fringe as linear and evaluate an approximate heat balance across the fringe. While heat is lost from the
fringe into the overlying ice, heat enters the fringe by frictional and geothermal heat flux; any imbalance
determines the melt rate mh. Changes in phase between the water and ice also take place within the fringe,
so that the combination of heaving and fringe growth (Rempel, 2008) required for mass balance imply that

~dh

95— =i~V (15)

where S is the average saturation within the fringe, given by S = 1 — Hgﬁ , and the heave rate V is a function
of the fringe thickness h, the effective pressure N, and sediment characteristics through equation (13). Thus,
for a given initial fringe thickness and known 2, N, and ¢, equation (15) allows us to determine the thickness
of the frozen fringe at the base of an ice stream as a function of time (e.g. figures 2b and 3).

In an earlier effort to derive estimates of discharged sediments during a Heinrich event, Alley and
MacAyeal (1994) use a similar equation to (15) with several key differences. First, and foremost, they
do not consider the effect of heave (i.e. V = 0 in their formulation) meaning that fluid transport and force
balance are not accounted for in determining the thickness of basal freeze on. This assumption is problematic
because it means that there is no steady state for the basal interface at any non-zero melt rate. In other
words, the assumptions of V' = 0 in Alley and MacAyeal (1994) imply that a glacier must always be freezing
sediment on at the base, redepositing it, or simply producing meltwater. In our work, a fringe can maintain
a steady state when the heave rate balances the freezing rate V' = —m. Additionally, Alley and MacAyeal
(1994) do not account for the porous nature of sediments and instead allow ice to freeze with full saturation
and a porosity of unity, much like growing ice on a lake. This is a recognized shortcoming to their work
(Alley et al., 1997) and notably different from the simple “freeze” case we make use of for comparison below,
which is formulated to represent freezing into an idealized porous half-space (i.e. S =1, V = 0).

The challenge of implementing equation (15) is that during a Heinrich event the fringe melts away.
Without a fringe, the heave rate must reduce to a force balance condition, which determines the temperature
at the base of the ice stream, and must be warmer than the fringe entry temperature T (cf. equation (6)).
Accordingly, we model the behavior when A = 0 and 0 < §; < 1 by replacing equation (13) with

- -

Once the ice stream base cools below T, and the effective pressure is larger than p¢, the fringe can regrow.

2.2 Ice stream forcing and frozen fringe coupling

In this section we describe the coupling between frozen fringe evolution and ice stream dynamics. While
there are many competing theories for the precise mechanism behind Heinrich events, fast ice stream or ice
sheet discharge is a feature of all of these models, regardless of whether the mechanism of initiating fast flow
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Figure 2: Robel et al. (2013) binge—purge mechanism for Heinrich events: (a) as the ice stream thickens
(top), the basal temperature increases (middle), causing the basal friction to decrease, and leading to an
extreme spike in velocity (bottom). (b) as the Heinrich event starts, the meltrate peaks (top), the effective
pressure drops (middle), and the sediment porosity spikes (bottom).

is external or internal to the ice sheet. Here we focus on understanding the manner in which sediment is
picked up by the ice stream and subsequently discharged, yet the physics of basal freeze-on described in the
previous section is general enough such that it could be implemented in any ice sheet model that calculates
basal melt rate and effective pressure. To facilitate comparison with Alley and MacAyeal (1994), we use the
ice stream thermal oscillation model of Robel et al. (2013), which builds off of the binge—purge formulation of
MacAyeal (1993a,b) and the basal strength treatment of Tulaczyk et al. (2000a). The mathematical details
of this model are described in Robel et al. (2013), so the discussion herein will be brief.

The ice stream model is forced by prescribed temperature and accumulation rate at the ice stream surface
and geothermal heat flux at the bed, which results in two primary ice stream behaviors: steady streaming,
and thermal oscillations. The thermal oscillations can produce fluctuations in ice discharge over a range of
amplitudes, including a range with similar characteristics to Heinrich events (Robel et al., 2013). Here we
focus on large-amplitude thermal oscillations, which are characterized by a quiescent inter-Heinrich period
of slow velocity and a short-duration extreme discharge event. A typical sequence of Heinrich event cycles is
displayed in figure 2a, where the top panel shows the ice stream thickness, the middle panel shows the basal
temperature, and the bottom panel shows the ice stream velocity. The accumulation rate is 0.2 m/yr and
the ice surface temperature is —35 °C. Thus, figure 2a demonstrates the binge—purge mechanism for Heinrich
events: as the ice stream thickens (binge), conductive heat transport through the ice diminishes and the
basal temperature warms up to the melting temperature, enabling sediment failure and ice stream flow. The
added heat from friction warms the base even more, allowing the ice stream to flow faster (purge) until the
reservoir of ice upstream is exhausted, causing the ice stream base to freeze and ice flow to stop. The cycle
then repeats. The interaction between the overlying ice stream and the sediments below plays an important
role in the initiation of Heinrich events. Especially important is the connection between the approach of the
basal temperature towards the melting point and rate of ice stream flow. Robel et al. (2013) connect the
thermodynamics and ice flow mechanics through a till-dilation hydrology model, where the effective pressure
is determined from the amount of meltwater present in sediments. Coulomb friction, i.e. equation (3), then
determines the basal shear stress (cf. figure 2b). In this formulation, net melting at the base of the ice
stream produces meltwater that infiltrates into the sediments. Following the experiments of Tulaczyk et al.
(2000b,a), the water is accommodated in the sediments by increasing the void space (i.e. an undrained
plastic bed), as determined by the void ratio e, which is the volume fraction of voids relative to solids in a
representative control volume. The sediment porosity ¢ is related to the void ratio as ¢ = e/(1 + €). The
experimentally determined empirical relationship between the void ratio and effective pressure is given as

N = ae_b(e_eC), (17)
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where a and b are empirical, and e, is the till consolidation threshold, which is typically treated as a lower
bound on the void ratio. This critical void ratio e. is an important parameter in the model of Robel et al.
(2013), because it controls the strength of the ice stream bed during inter-Heinrich quiescent periods, thereby
controlling the onset of a Heinrich event.

Equation (17) is related to the initiation of a frozen fringe described in section 2.1.1, where ice can
infiltrate into sediments when the effective pressure exceeds a threshold stress py = 24w /1. However, if e,
represents the void ratio when N = p; = a, as proposed in Robel et al. (2013), then it is inconsistent to also
treat it as a lower bound on the void ratio, since that would imply that the effective pressure would never be
larger than py and no sediment could freeze on to the base of the ice stream. Accordingly, here we instead
assume that the till will yield beneath the relatively stiff frozen fringe (Moore, 2014), which is the ‘rigid-ice’
model of O’Neill and Miller (1985), and that equation (17) holds for the ice-free till beneath the ice stream
both with and without a frozen fringe. In other words, we treat a, b, and e. as experimentally constrained
free parameters and assume that equation (17) always determines the effective pressure.

With this assumption in mind, the fringe thickness as a function of time can then be calculated diagnos-
tically from the output of the Robel et al. (2013) Heinrich event simulations using equation (15), which is
what we do in the next section (cf. figure 2b). Before closing, however, it is important to note that equation
(17) is a specific choice of hydrology model and sliding law, yet the formulation resulting in equation (15) is
sufficiently general that any other specifications of N, 7, and ¢ would work equally well (e.g., Hewitt, 2013;
Werder et al., 2013).

3 Results and discussion

In this section, we use the output of the Robel et al. (2013) model coupled to our description of sediment
freeze-on to predict the amount of sediment discharged during a Heinrich event. In this way, we model the
periodic discharge of large icebergs with sediment frozen to their base, using parameters representing the
Hudson Strait Ice Stream and underlying geology. We assume that the sediment is infinitely deep, which
is reasonable given that at most tens of meters are evacuated and the sediment underneath the Laurentide
Ice Sheet was likely many 100s of meters thick (Laske and Masters, 1997). We treat the flux of ice from
the ice stream into the ocean as equivalent to the rate of iceberg production, i.e. we neglect substantial
ocean melting at the ice stream terminus (Wagner et al., 2018). This is reasonable because significant ocean
melting prior to calving would ablate the frozen basal sediment, removing any ice-rafted debris very close to
the ice-ocean interface, which is inconsistent with observations (Alley and MacAyeal, 1994; Hulbe, 1997).

To determine the heave rate and fringe thickness as a function of time, we adopt the Robel et al. (2013)
effective pressure, melt rate, and porosity model outputs displayed in figure 2 and insert them into equations
(13) and (15). The result of integrating equation (15) is shown as the brown line in figure 3a. We compare
the fringe thickness (brown line) to the freezing of porous sediment without heave (i.e. dashed green line in
figure 3; S = 1, V = 0 in equation (15)). While the shapes of the sediment thickness and flux curves are
similar, the consequential difference is that the frozen fringe entirely disappears during the Heinrich event
in the presence of heave (brown line). The disappearance of fringe during Heinrich events results in two
significant features with important implications for interpreting ice-rafted debris layers in ocean sediment
cores. First, the fringe disappearing means that the Heinrich layer thickness does not reliably determine the
duration of a Heinrich event. In other words, just because an ice stream stopped discharging sediment does
not mean that the period of extreme ice discharge has ceased, rather it could just mean that the fringe has
melted out from the basal ice layer near the ice stream grounding line. Second, the flux of sediment out of the
ice stream is consistently much lower for the fringe when compared to the porous freezing model, as shown
in figures 3b for the flux and 3c for the cumulative sediment discharged. Here the flux is the frozen sediment
thickness multiplied by the ice stream velocity and the ice stream width w. The cumulative discharge is the
integral of the flux with time.

The fact that the fringe disappears during the Heinrich event is due to the low effective pressure and
high meltrate consistent with fast ice velocity (cf. figures 2 and 3). The high pore water pressure and
frictional heat combine to rapidly lower the fringe thickness. The water pressure is too high during the
Heinrich event to overcome porescale surface energy (equation (4)) and the local melting temperature warms
as the difference between ice and water pressures decreases (Rempel and Meyer, 2019). Simultaneously, the
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Figure 3: Results for spatially lumped model: (a) fringe and porous freeze-on thicknesses as a function
of time and many Heinrich events. (b) flux of sediment discharged during a Heinrich event, calculated
as the sediment thickness times the velocity times the width of the ice stream w. (¢) cumulative sediment
discharged, which is the integral of the sediment flux in time. (d) The total discharged sediment per Heinrich
event as a function of the parameter e.. The gray square indicates the value used for (a)-(c).
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addition of frictional heat causes the fringe to melt directly following equation (15). Our model corroborates
Alley and MacAyeal (1994) in showing that the frozen sediment builds up during the inter-Heinrich period
and then is melted off during the Heinrich event. Moreover, since the frozen sediment melts off the base of
the ice stream during each Heinrich event, the amount of sediment discharged is determined by the freeze-on
sediment thickness at the end of the inter-Heinrich period and not the duration of the Heinrich event. The
difference between the duration of sediment discharge and fast ice flow has implication for reconstructing
ice discharge from sediment cores. This difference states that the oceanic ice-rafted debris layer thickness
will only record the sediment discharge period, indicating that fast ice flow could have prevailed for a longer
period of time while maintaining the same sediment discharge signature.

The differences in cumulative discharge between the fringe and the porous freezing case are interesting in
terms of magnitude. These simulations represent the sediment discharged for a single ice stream and for each
Heinrich event in this cycle the porous freezing model gives about 300 km? of discharged sediment, whereas
the fringe case only produces about 100 km?3. From a compilation of multiple sediment cores, Hemming
(2004) (table 5) estimate that the total Heinrich event sediment discharge is between 100 and 300 km? for
all ice streams involved in Heinrich events. For the meltrates given by the Robel et al. (2013) model, the
porous freezing results (dashed green lines) are difficult to reconcile with estimates of sediment volume for
all Heinrich events, which include total discharge of about about 100 km? during H1 and H3. Conversely,
the fringe model is consistent with a single ice stream source for these smaller Heinrich events, and can
simultaneously explain larger Heinrich events with a contribution from multiple ice stream sources, which
has some support from geochemical provenance studies (Hemming, 2004).

The results show in figure 3(a)-(c) are for a specific choice of parameters. While we have used represen-
tative values, the actual parameter values are uncertain. One such uncertain parameter is the critical void
ratio e.. To understand how the results change with e., we vary it over a reasonable range and determine the
amount of sediment discharged (cf. figure 3d). Sediment discharge increases monotonically with e, because
the effective pressure also increases with e. (for fixed a and b). If the threshold pressure py is held constant
and the effective pressure increases, the thickness of the frozen sediment layer also increases (Rempel, 2008;
Meyer et al., 2018).

The spatially lumped model predicts that sediment is discharged at the beginning of a Heinrich event
and then the fringe melts off, but it does not capture how this occurs along the direction of flow within an
ice stream. If the effective pressure, melt rate, and porosity were constant along the central flowline of an
ice stream, then these results would be easy to extrapolate, but such uniformity is unlikely to hold. Due
to variations in effective pressure, melt rate, and porosity, we expect the fringe thickness to vary along an
ice stream. Therefore, it is plausible that the advection of frozen sediment may play a role in ice streams
discharging sediment. In the spatially lumped model, the advection of sediment is implicit, i.e. the variation
of fringe thickness along the ice stream is accounted for in a length-averaged sense. It is likely that sediment
advection along an ice stream is the mechanism by which sediment makes it to the front of an ice stream
to be calved off and carried away by icebergs. To accommodate the downstream advection of frozen fringe,
we could assume that slip occurs at the base of the frozen fringe (Rempel, 2008; Moore, 2014; Meyer et al.,
2018) and modify equation (15) to advected fringe along a flowline as

~(0n _0h
¢S <8t + Uaa:> = -V, (18)

where U is the ice stream velocity and x is the along-flow coordinate. However, since it would likely only
quantitatively, but perhaps not qualitatively affect the results reported in this section, we leave this for
future work.

4 Conclusions

In this paper, we describe the physics of how sediment is frozen on to the base of ice streams during
Heinrich events. Our model is based on the thermodynamically consistent, experimentally verified models
that have been developed for frost heaving soils. The important additional ingredient in our model over prior
treatments is coupling thermodynamics at the phase change boundary and force balance. When applied to a
spatially lumped binge—purge type model for Heinrich events, we find that the frozen fringe produces on the
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order of 100 km? of sediment per Heinrich event. The amount of sediment discharged in a porous freezing
model, which does not account for wetting processes or force balance, is on the order of 300 km?3. The fact
that the fringe model produces less discharged sediment corroborates the idea that multiple ice streams may
contribute to a single Heinrich layer, yet also produces enough sediment to explain the smaller Heinrich
events from a single ice stream source. Our model also shows that the frozen sediments melt off during the
period of fast ice stream flow and therefore, the duration of sediment discharge is not necessarily equivalent
to the duration of fast ice flow.
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