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Riparian Forests and Development

I thought that this was a very interesting paper making some important points as to how we should evaluate streams.  The paper is using a new method for what seems to be a fairly old problem.  The importance of this new method and its consequences on how we evaluate streams make the paper a credible candidate for geology.

I do believe there are several areas of the paper than need some substantial revisions.  Like many papers we have read this semester I think that the paper needs to find a major selling point and push that point more in the introduction, abstract.  From my understanding this paper has a strong cautionary note as to how urban planners and scientists should evaluate streams.  I think that this concept needs to be better explained in the introduction and the reason why everyone flipping through geology should read this paper.  I also think that the results of the data need to be discussed more thoroughly.

I also believe that the presentation of the statistics in both the results and experimental design.  Please keep in mind that have only a rudimentary knowledge of statistics and I might not be at the level that you want to present to.  The statistics and statistical methods rule the paper.  I feel that too much detail is presented for the amount of text and that it leaves many question unanswered.  I would like to know if this type of statistical analysis is new to this problem.  If it isn't could you just reference another paper and cut down a lot on text.  Is it that important to the understanding of the paper and the main points to include an entire paragraph explaining which variable ware dependent or independent?  If so I would beef up the design section a little.

I also believe that the figures need to be reworked and added to.  I think that all of the figures, including the location map need explanations.  The regression lines need to be differentiated by color or dashing on the graphs.  I also think that a representative cross section could be added to the paper.  I think that some good figures could be created from the table.  It would be nice to see more references to figures in the results and discussion.

1. Comments

2. Whose watersheds?  East? American? World?

3. I think that the paragraph could be split, as the second part of the paragraph does not talk about the topic sentence.  

4. What is the direction of the paragraph here?  I am having trouble figuring out what the purpose or intent of this is?  The sentences need to be better linked.

5. Does scour slow riffle pool development, or does it destroy the system completely and completely channelize the stream?

6. I think that the last sentence is very important and needs to be said before the last section of the introduction.  Also some editors have problems with numbering in the middle of the sentence, they might have to be removed.

7. Awkward sentence.  I don't think that gradient is the best choice of words.

8. Can you explain what makes these attributes important morphologically?  Important morphologically to who?  

9. You have already said this once, and mention it again in the conclusion, a little repetitive.

10. This paragraph might be able to be cut completely.  Is it that important to understanding the study?

11.   May another sentence about ancova would be helpful to me?  

12. Is this method different than other analyses?  Could you reference another paper with methods?  Or could you write an extended method for the data repository?

13. Just move this sentence up a few sentences, it helps with flow and understanding how sinuosity was determined with having to back read.

14. This really isn't that important, especially if you are not referencing some other study that you have with this data.

15.   How consistent are these two methods?  What percent.  

16.   How accurate is this method?  What landsat imagery did you use?  

17. Again you mention this, why is it so important?

You make it sound like some might not consider these urban.  Is this true?  If not remove the word "considered."  This would flow much better if it were taken out of list form and made into three really strong sentences.  The list is confusing.

18. What does this mean?  Are you in the discussion?  This needs to be discussed somewhere.

19. Yes, unless there is bias in you classification technique. 

20. How come there are no refs to figs, or figures for this page?  Figures will really help understanding.

21. I am a bit lost here; this needs a better explanation.

22. There needs to be more on this in the methods and previous sections, or just better discussed at this point.  How did you come to this conclusion?
23. This makes for really great introductory material to hook your reader.  Make them want to read this.

24.   Stress the importance before the reader finishes reading the paper.

25. Where is the Fig caption and what is the line?

26.   Lines need to be differentiated, dashing?

27. Where are your figure captions?
