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Hession, W. C., Pizzuto, J. E., Johnson, T. E., Horwitz, R. J.   “Combined influence of riparian forest and urban development on stream channel morphology”.  For submission to Geology.

This paper by Hession et al. is an interesting analysis of urban development and forested riparian impacts on stream morphologic characteristics.  The data itself is quite a masterpiece, however, it is presented in a manner that is difficult to decipher, even for those of us that have had several upper division stats classes.  This in and itself is the most difficult challenge in this paper:  How is the data analyzed and presented so that at least weak conclusions may be made by the study?  I think the main area that Cully could work on here is the getting the statistics to a point that a Geology reader would understand or at least believe in relation to a comparison of developed streams.

Other comments are noted by number:

1. I like what you’re saying in the first part of the introduction, but your sentence structure doesn’t yet flow well.  You have two sentences in a row where you start with one word followed by a comma (Concurrently; Unfortunately).  You also overuse several terms, although I realize they must be in there to describe the problem:  currently, urbanized (urbanization, urban sprawl), morphologic (morphology), watershed.  Is there some way to still use these terms but not continually repeat them?  Also-should there be more references in this first paragraph?

2. There’s a semicolon here.

3. Your first two basic questions really do not address they way you analyzed your data.  There is no way to quantify ‘how’ forested riparian cover affects stream channel morphologic characteristics or ‘how’ the level of watershed urban development affects stream channel morphologic characteristics based on a statistical analysis.  These questions should be more direct, something like:  (1) Does forested ripararian cover affect stream channel morphologic characteristics on a significant level? (2) Does level of watershed …This way your hypotheses are either proven or disproven by your statistical analysis nothing in between.

4. You said that precip totals 1170 mm/year in these areas.  That seems like an awfully low number for such a green area (12 cm/year).  I know that Pizzuto had this number in his paper but maybe you should double check it.

5. Break this one up…‘Paired reaches were selected with no major tributary inputs or other disturbances between reaches.  Sites with livestock access or active grazing were eliminated from the study.’

6. I have used some of these stat tests and I had a really hard time figuring out what you were trying to do from this paragraph.  First of all, the Wilcoxen sign rank test is spelled differently in a couple places in this paper.  I think instead of signed rank test it’s actually sign rank test.  Also, it is difficult to understand the written language of an equation like ln(ratio forest to non-forest).  You definitely need to show these all in equation form.  This might help us figure out what the model actually is.

7. What exactly is ANCOVA?  And I really don’t know what a covariate is at all.  Could you briefly explain what these terms means?

8. What is a thalweg, should I know this term if I’m not a stream morphologist?

9. were not was here.

10. I’d like to know which characteristics had normal distributions.  Did you analyze them any differently than those with non-normal distributions?

11. You should re-evaluate your criteria here, are you trying to break it up into a low, medium and high imperviousness percentage?  If so, just say that and put your criteria after that (1) low <10% (2) medium 12%-30% (3) high >25%

12. Two periods are missing in this section, see hard copy.

13. Ahhh!  These regression lines are really crazy, what do they mean?  I feel like they are just a jumble of points, lines, & equations, can you really make conclusions based on this analysis?  It just seems that by transforming the data and then fitting a regression line to it you’ve changed it significantly.  Is there another way?

14. Should the discussion and conclusions be broken up, like a final paragraph could just basically list what you found based on your stats analysis.

Good luck!

~Paula

