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The concept proposed in this paper (linking riparian vegetation and urbanization to stream morphology and thus condition) is novel and worth exploring. The introduction sets up a very interesting study comparing contigous forested and non-forested channels as well as urbanized and non-urbanized channels. Beyond this point, however, the paper loses its focus. 


The middle of the paper is devoted to a very dense coverage of the various statistical methods used to analyze collected field data. This section was beyond me, and may be beyond much of the intended audience of Geology. The accompanying table and figures were not well referenced or explained in the text, giving no support to the confusing data analysis. The discussion and conclusion section reads more like a combined literature review and rehash of the introduction, with very little actual discussion of the data and its implications. 


If the purpose of this paper is to show that riparian vegetation and urbanization are controlling factors for stream morphology and condition, then the underlying motive should be to demonstrate how this knowledge can be applied to stream restoration and management. The data appear to support the former concept, despite unclear and incomplete explanations in the text. A robust discussion of the latter concept would greatly strengthen this paper and its utility to a broad range of readers. 

Comments:

1) The citations of Table 1 in the text are vague and don't seem to fit in the flow of text. The first time the table is cited, it should appear with a basic explanation of what the table shows, rather than a brief mention of only a small portion of the table's data set. 

2) All figures need captions. While I could decipher them after some comparison between figure and text, the reader should not have to. 

3) p.6. Why is this paragraph necessary? If these other data are not used in the presented analyses, don't include them in the paper. 

4) What is imperviousness and why does it matter? 

5) p. 7-8. As discussed above, these statistical sections seem overly dense and out of place in a journal with readership as broad as Geology. 

6) Parts of the discussion read like a literature review, especially paragraph 2. The discussion should focus on the author's data and its meaning. Begin with paragraph 3, a summary of the findings, followed by a longer discussion of the meaning and accuracy of these data and analyses. A discussion of the application of these ideas to stream management would be highly appropriate as well. Finally, several statements are made concerning the need for more research and better understanding of these concepts; 1) isn't that what this study is? 2) if more is still needed, discuss how further studies should proceed.

