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Blackhawk

Kyle, your paper has many very promising aspects and is a very interesting subject.  I think that the subject matter is interesting you do a fine job of establishing why this landslide should try to be dated with more accuracy.  I think that California Geology is an excellent choice for this paper.  I feel that with some more work, reorganization and a little more thought, this paper will be ready for submission.

I know that this paper has changed conclusion recently but I think that you really have to do a better job of defining your position.  At several points, you are very indecisive and I can't figure out which way you leaning.  I know that you are unsure at some points and want to let the reader know of all the possibilities but you do need to say up front, "Hey this is what I believe!  This is why I believe it!" and then after that is established, maybe a, "Ok, this might not be correct b/c."  Nevertheless, don't go back and forth.  That gets confusing and tiresome.

The order of the paper is not quite right.  Sometimes you follow down a tangent that has nothing to do with the section in which you are writing.  A couple paragraphs need to be expanded on, or incorporated into other paragraphs b/c they do not stand alone.  

I think that the abstract might need some work.  I think you should focus more on your work and conclusions rather than what other people have done and why it might be wrong.  I think you should briefly mention the other studies, but the focus of the paragraph should be on your research.

Another important factor is the detail that you bring into the paper when describing the cosmos.  I don't think that you need all that info for this paper.  I think that the equation is unnecessary, and other parts just bog down the paper.  Less cosmo method, more landslide 

1. I think the first sentence is needless.  I think that you should start the abstract with the second sentence and go from there.

2. This is where you diverge into previous work of the others.  Maybe just a sentence indicating that you are not the first, but that these might be wrong.

3. Dunno about this intro.  It is very relaxed and somewhat humorous.  Is that ok for California Geology?

4. I don't think that this paragraph stand's on its own.  What is the central point of the paragraph?  How do these two sentences further the paper.

5. How about a subheading for previous research?

6. I think that the first paragraph should be all about vegetation.  The first sentence belongs in the second paragraph. The first sentence should read something like, "The vegetation and climate is very different though out the Blackhawk Landslide."

7. These last two sections have nothing to do with setting.  This should go in with the intro landslide stuff.

8. Please explain the soil and levee crest lowering relationship.

9. Please explain "geomorphic interpretation" this should probably be done somewhere in the intro.

10. Another tangent here.  These ideas have nothing to do with your methods.  Should probably be in discussion.

11. Need a topic sentence telling that the samples were collected from different spots.

12. I think that this whole section is pretty tecky and might not need to be in this paper.  Maybe you should give a quick few paragraphs and throw in some more refs.  You are really going to lose people here.  I don't think it is worth it considering your audience.

13. Do you really need to talk about nuclide activity in this paper, would it be possible to just stick to age?

14. I think you need to better explain your position on sliding and age underestimate.  I feel that you mention it a lot but don’t really give a conclusion until the very end.  It is confusing.

15. Again, I think too much detail here.

16. I think that this is where you need a much clearer stance.  What is your position? Then explain why it might not be right.

