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Simple, yet effective both in field and statistical design, this paper examines Molly Bog in Vermont, previously designated with ombrotrophic status. The study is an examination of pore water movement, groundwater movement, and water chemistry throughout the bog, as these parameters relate to underlying geology and to precipitation or in a broader sense, recharge. To date, the major interpretation of the bog is that conductivity and head measurements will present the most illustrative results.

So far, I think the data are great. I really like the simplicity of the spatial design and I think the arrangement of the piezometers was very clever. I think that the author has actually thought through what little data there is to date quite well, and is well on the way to bringing good interpretations to the surface. I also think that the layout of the paper is very promising. Obviously, at this stage, it is difficult to evaluate the writing comprehensively, but I like where the author is going. However, in a couple of cases, the current writing lacks some flow (namely, the Intro.), and the abstract will need a great deal more data. 

I don’t think the author intends to send this paper out yet, so my recommendations are more focused on early suggestions for the future drafts. First, I would cut back on Methods. When completed, it looks as if the Methods section would dominate the Introduction, and I think you’ve already hinted at the complexity of previously designed bog studies. Therefore, you will do more justice to the significance of your study if you carefully set up the problem you’ve addressed. Emphasize that the beauty of your study is spatial design. Your methods don’t require a lengthy discussion. Perhaps more importantly, you seem to have an idea of what your results will suggest, which is both good and bad. Don’t bias your analytical efforts with the data by over-anticipating the importance of the head and conductivity measurements. 
Specific Comments-

1. Abstracts need more data. Try to prove your point using some of your most significant results. Right now, you’ve got some methods in here.
2. Can these two sentences be combined? They seem sort of choppy together.

3. The first half of this paragraph does not flow very well. It is choppy until you get to the circled part which al most says the same thing in better fashion.

4. “Kirging, a geostatistical method developed within the last two decades, has…”

5. Stay consistent. INCLUDING THE SCALES ON YOUR FIGURES.

6. I would sub-head this section Hydrological Methods and then the next section Hydrological Results. Otherwise, I’m not sure why you didn’t just state the precip. and evap. data right in these sections. You might think about combining them anyway. 

7. Avoid directly pointing to a figure. It sounds boring.

8. Why does surface precipitation matter so much if direct overland flow was stated as being neglible? Shouldn’t it be plainly precipitation?
