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Chris’s paper discussing the process of assessing several streams in Philly was really well written and interesting.  It contains a ton of really good information and figures and flows really well from beginning to end.  She makes good use of references throughout the paper and is able to make her points clearly with support data.  

My major criticism of the paper is that there is literally so much information it is, at times difficult to understand what was done.  I think the main thing she could do to clear things up would be to include a flow chart which shows exactly what was evaluated on the rivers.  This would show basically what studies were conducted (field or GPS), what they looked at, and possibly the comparisons that were made between the sites.  Along the same lines, the screening level assessment, although Chris did a great job describing what was done, was difficult  to understand.  I think it was because so many elements were considered for each section (geomorphic condition, habitat, riparian condition).  Again, a flow chart may have been helpful here.  Additionally, I really don’t understand Figure 3.  This didn’t really do much for me-didn’t make much sense and provided no additional information to the paper.  Could you present this some other way?  In the detailed level assessment, you present a lot of information with hydraulic parameters (mannings n, histograms of sediment size, and shield stresses).  I found this paragraph to contain some really cool information but didn’t feel it was properly presented.  Where did the values come from that you’re using to make these statements?  Could you include a table for these and elaborate a bit more?  Other issues are listed by number and with a blue pen mark on the hard copy:

1. You went back and forth between hypotheses and goals.  Are these terms interchangeable?  Would it be useful to include what your hypotheses or goals for the study were in this section?

2. You say statistically but don’t have a number to back up what you say here.  Did you run some sort of test and if so, on what exactly?

3. Tables 2 and 3 are confusing (as we discussed earlier).  I don’t think people can understand where the numbers and rankings are coming from.  

Other notes:  In the instructions for authors is says tables must be double spaced (did you know this)?  I would definitely recommend this paper for publication pending changes listed above.  Well done Chris! (
