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I enjoyed reading this paper and found it accessible and informative.  I think that the paper does a good job of explaining the methods of the experiments and trying to interpret the results.  I think that the paper would benefit from several small revisions in various aspects.


I think that the paper is interesting but I do not think that the paper clearly demonstrates what new arguments or thoughts are expressed.  I think that in the introduction there could be a better explanation of what's new.  The paper needs to find a selling point, why should I read this paper?  I think that there are more interesting conclusions than just that a Stream Quality index was used to classify streams, explicitly explain to the reader how this could help them.


According to the instruction on the JAWRA website papers should be eight pages in length.  Currently the paper is 13 pages.  Though it is allowed (though costly) to add more pages, I think it is possible to condense the paper by two or three pages without losing any pertinent information and maybe even making the paper easier to follow.  I think that the methods section can be abbreviated in several places.  I think that there are several redundancies that take up some space and extra words which can be eliminated.

1. I think that the first two sentences, at least the second, read very much like an introduction.  The abstract should really focus on the work of the paper and the results.  

2. The journal requires a set of key words here.

3. Though it is sometimes permissible to start a sentence with because, I don't think that it is necessary three sentences into a paper.  Try: Ground water contributes less water to streams when there are lower infiltration rates into the ground, which reduces the amount of water during low flow periods.

4. The purpose of this paragraph somewhat confuses me.  I think that whole paragraph needs a better introduction.  The last sentence could be used as a topic sentence as well.

5. Is this ok to do this?  Aren't you biasing the results by overemphasizing the abrupt changes in streams be making them appear more widespread than they are?

6. This is just a grammar issue; this sentence could easily be moved out of the passive.

7. I am at a loss between these two paragraphs.  They need to be better linked or another subheading used.  The second paragraph begins by using second, but I am confused as to what is first, or where a list was ever mentioned.

8. If you are going to include this in your methods, which you might not need, it needs to be better explained.

9. Why is this probably?  Is it possible, or do you have examples where a low score represented just a habitat? Or just a water quality degradation?  Are the two independent of each other?

10. You mention the control plots known as, "rural areas of southeastern Pennsylvania" four or five times.  Can these be consolidated?

11. Explain why this is important?  Did you use this data?

12. If you are going to mention a previous hypothesis it should at least be introduced in the introduction and not the results.

13. Could background topography be driving channel steepness?  Are the Park streams in steeper areas?

14. This is redundant of a statement made a paragraph ago.

15. Any speculation on why?

16. Why is this important?  I thought that this paper said that these channels act very differently.

17. This paragraph does not belong in results, either method or conclusion.

18. Is it possible to frame this paragraph differently? The ideas are presented weakly and could be reorganized.  The ideas at the bottom of the paragraph would better fit near the beginning.  

19. These paragraphs could be consolidated into one sentence.

20. All figures need author reference.

21. The figure caption needs to be more in depth.  Every figure should be able to stand alone, separate from the document.

