Combined influence of riparian forest and urban development on stream channel morphology
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Review by Ari Matmon

Stream channel physical parameters in 26 paired urbanized and non-urbanized reaches were analyzed to estimate the influence of riparian forest and urbanization on the morphology of the streams. The results, although not presented, show the influence of urbanization on the morphology of forested and non-forested stream reaches compared with the morphology of streams in an unorbanized setting.

1. General comments:

2. Generally speaking, I see from figures 2-5, the influence of urbanization. In the urbanized streams, channel physical parameters don’t correlate with drainage area. They do in the unorbanized streams. This is a direct indication of the influence of development and, although previously known, is the main achievement of this study and it is not mentioned. The lack, or weak, correlation with basin area results from the large portion of impervious cover (pavement) in the developed areas. On the other hand, the good correlation in the unorbanized areas probably indicates the correlation between channel morphology and maximum flow rates. If so, drainage area in undeveloped areas could be correlated with % impervious cover in developed areas (in terms of how much water can a unit area provide to the channel). Then the % impervious cover should be correlated with the physical parameters of urbanized channels.

3. The manuscript needs a lot of rewriting to clarify many subjects and to achieve order.

1. Specific comments:

2. Title does not fit paper. On page 9 you declare that this is a subject for future research?

3. Specify the pressures.

4. This is a major point. If natural environments can behave in opposite ways, how can you determine the influence of a certain parameter?

5. Expand methods and put all methods sections together.

6. Redundant. 

7. Where are the results. I know they are in table 1, but they are not described in the text. Instead, I read methods and interpretation in the results section.

8. What is an “interaction term”?

9. See main comment above.

10. You did not investigate riparian vegetation type. And if you did, you did not mention that through the paper and you did not present data.

11. Generally speaking, I don’t see much of a discussion that analyzes the data you collected.

12. Table 1 – define and explain “wetted perimeter” in foot note. Explain “present difference” in foot note or refer reader to text.

