Review of “Combined Influence of Riparian Forest on Urban Development on Stream Channel Morphology” by Hession et al. by Nichols.

Hession et al. present original data and that conclusively show that channel widths are larger for non-forested streams compared to forested streams.  Also, they show that the channel widths for urban streams are less dependent on basin area than channel widths for non-urban streams.  

This paper is for the most part well written although there are several typographical errors and a few missing references.  The data are well presented and the figures are germane to the subject.  I do feel that a photograph of a typical reach for each of the four categories would greatly help the reader visualize the channels.  Although one cannot argue with the data and the results, I felt as though the discussion was a bit lacking.  I think that is paper could greatly improve by addressing the processes that are responsible for the wider forested channels and why the urban channel widths are less dependant on basin are than the non-urban streams.

1. I think you need an abstract.

2. What is a “higher” width?  Ha ha ha.

3. Does this mean “natural” as opposed to human controlled?

4. If forested and non-forested stream morphometrics are indeed different, is there any reason to believe that the non-forested reaches that are upstream of the forested reaches might have an impact on the stream morphologies of the forested reaches?  In other words, since these reaches are adjacent to each other (that is what I understand from the text) realistically wouldn’t there be a zone where the channel is attaining its forested characteristics?  Maybe you should state something in the paper that addresses whether or not the channels need recovery distance?

5. This paper is going to Geology intended for the general interest geologically inclined audience.  This techy section will loose many not so statistically inclined.  I think if you mention what type of test you used the ones in the know will understand the rest will understand that you did some fancy statistical analysis.  If they want to know more your email address is on the paper or they will go look up the test on their own. 

6. You don’t even list sinuosity data anywhere.  Is it necessary to include this in the methods if you never mention it again?  

7. If depths are the same and widths are wider…isn’t it intuitive that wetted perimeter and cross sectional areas will also be larger?  Do you have to present the data and graphs or can you just make the statement that since P and A are related to D and W and since D does not change and W is larger then P and A must also be larger.  

8. Forested urban watershed…is that an oxymoron?  I am having trouble picturing this could you put a photo of each type to show what a typical reach looks like?  Ah, do you mean an urban stream with a small riparian buffer?  I can picture this a bit more clearly now.

9. I think you could make these Figure 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D.  They all kind of go together and you won’t waste space by writing almost the same caption four times. 

10. Why do we care about different metrics?  You do a good job showing that forested reaches are wider but not deeper than non-forested.  Why is this important?  I think you should put in a paragraph as to the importance.

11. Why are forested reaches wider?  You show that they are wider but what is the process?  From my education…destabilizing channel banks (removing trees) will cause more bank erosion…thus wider channels in non-forested reaches.  Furthermore, more sediment with wider streams means less stream power and less transport capacity…more infilling of the channels…thus shallower depths.  Therefore, I would expect higher width:  depth ratios for non-forested streams…in fact your W:D ratios are the lower.  Educate me.

12. Figures…Make it easier to understand which trendline equations and regression coefficients go with which set of data.

13. Why are urban stream widths less dependant on basin area than non-urban streams?

