Review of Hession et al by Bierman

A couple major comments and then lots of line by line comments marked by number on the ms.

· The paper needs a much longer, more insightful and important discussion to fly in GEOLOGY.  The paper has the hook (channel form and land use) but too much picky detail and too little meaty discussion to hold the readers’ interest.  I imagine such a discussion would be more comparative, provide more examples, and really illustrate the impacts observed.

· The ms needs some reorganization.  There is much methodology scattered about the paper.  The methods section  could be expanded or detailed methods could be added in a data repository document.

· There is too much stats and stats lingo in the dead center of the paper.  My view on stats is that they need to support conclusions and always needs to play a secondary role to such conclusions (unless of course it’s a stats paper, which this on is not).
1. needs an abstract of course…

2. needs references here

3. says who, preachy and unreferenced.

4. width seems to come out of nowhere here…need some transition to indicate its relevance.

5. On what map scale are these orders defined?  Might be more useful to replace or augment with drainage basin area upstream of reach as a descriptor?

6. awkward wording

7. redundant.  Consider how much county level detail readers of GEOLOGY need (I’d argue they don’t).

8. I think this is fine.

9. I think you could sneak “table 1” in parenthetically and save a sentence.

10. Too self congratulatory

11. You have lost me here and thus I wonder how many other readers of GEOLOGY.  I wonder if this paragraph can be rewritten in gentler terms for most people and then expanded in a data repository explanation for those who need to know?  Also, seems to belong in “methods”?

12. Not needed.  I think much of this is not germane to this paper and thus can go.  A general statement about GIS is probably enough.

13. Weak lead.  Need a punchier intro to this section that gets the reader ready for the data you do present, not what is not presented.

14. This is methods, not results.

15. This is a much stronger lead and what the readers will care about.  I would start here.  Chewing through 3 paragraphs of stats will have lost most readers.  

16. Needs translation to “lay geologist” style in order to fly in GEOLOGY

17. Weak lead sentence in passive voice needs to be strengthened

18. Reads like a methods section

19. Needs translate, important information is lost for the reader in the detail. Needs a strong lead sentence

20. Consider making into one figure with parts A-E.

21. Would be more effective to describe what the differences are rather than just stating that they are different – need to take care to avoid tedious narration, though.

22. Good, general, exciting topic sentence that is easy to follow

23. Are ‘processes” really debated?  Reword?

24. More germane here are whether such curves are based on vegetated vs. unvegetated or urban vs. not urban

25. From this work?  From others? why?  Lack of woody debris in stream?

26. I would expand on this.

27. Too preachy.

28. Will? Can? curve approach ever work well?  Need critical assessment of methods here and perhaps in the whole paper

29. Paper needs some informed speculation here.

30. Table needs notes to explain stats and how they were calculated. Consider using the table in the repository to save space and reader interest.  Consider adding a more detailed data repository map that shows each basin location with a label

31. Star is overwhelming as a symbol.  Consider latitude/longitude ticks.  County names are tough to read. Consider using a sans serif font or removing names of counties.  Will GEOLOGY readers really care?

32. Are sig. figs in the regression equations really meaningful?  Consider using a different weight/style of line for each regression?
