Overall:

If the paper is going to JAWRA, it needs to be generalized to a national and international audience.  It will be strengthened by setting a broader context and by making the work less provincial and more widely applicable.  

Most importantly, the paper needs a robust, critical discussion that compares findings of this study to numerous other published works.  An expanded discussion should be heavily referenced, citing other similar attempts as well as fundamental geomorphic and biologic papers that help explain observations.

Methods are mixed into paper throughout and should be corralled into the methods section.

1. Title seems more appropriate for an agency report than a national, peer-reviewed journal.

2. Weak lead sentence.  Paper is not about a “variety of methods”.

3. Ambiguous “they”.  Reword.

4. This seems like your lead to the abstract.

5. Seems that the introduction needs one more paragraph…one that explains how others have gone about characterizing streams.  This new paragraph will set your work (SQI) in context.  Also, I would start to broaden your approach here beyond one park to applicability in the mid Atlantic states in general…at least in the piedmont.

6. Is there a reference to this work?

7. This is too narrow a setting paragraph.  The reader needs to know more about the place and more importantly the general environs.  What is the geology?  The climate?  The soil types?  Do the streams head in the park or out side of it?  What is the current land use in the park?  Are the entire watersheds in the park or are the streams impacted by development upstream and out side of the parks?  What is the historic land use pattern ( I presume clearance, ag, possible reforestation?). I am already sensing the paper is not regionalized.  This is one place to do such broadening.

8. Figure 1.  There is no mention that the park is actually discontinuous!  Need to describe this in the text.  Why font change for Tacony?  Caption could be expanded.

9. Awkward sentence.

10. Non parallel construction.

11. What?

12. Where are these reference channels; need to show on map somewhere.

13. Run on and…show us an example map if this is a “how to” paper.

14. This is a buzz word..better to describe what you really measured.

15. How were reaches defined?

16. What is geomorphic condition?  Be at least a little more specific.

17. How did you do this?

18. How do you know this?

19. Try to avoid this type of figure referencing; rather, cite figures parenthetically.  Actually, this is a table not a figure….

20. Are you sure you need the acronym.

21. How do you know which variables represent urbanization in order that you can use this scheme?  Is this by comparison to undeveloped control reaches?  By comparison to the literature?  This index needs to be better justified by argument or references or both.

22. Such as water quality?

23. Are these ag watersheds?  Forested?

24. Are these monumented?  If so, say so.

25. Reference?  Pers comm?

26. This is really important setting information which I think would better go up front.   It’s less a result than an important description of the field area.

27. This is a methods paragraph, not results and needs to move to methods.

28. Try to remove the “Figure x shows…”  and our hypothesis was…”This paragraph needs to be beefed up after removing methods.

29. Was this measure mentioned in methods?

30. How do you define a flood plain as active or inactive?  Consider citing Frank’s paper that we read last week either here or in the discussion.

31. Need to justify this assertion with calculations (at least crude ones).

32. Not clear…is this all Jim’s work recited or is this new work of yours?  It is in some ways justification for comment 31 and so you might think of working in the last line of the paragraph above into this paragraph where it fits better.

33. I see scaling for basin area, but why “g” which is unchanging?

34. Rural and impacted?  Just impacted?  Not clear.

35. Seems out of place in a results section and more appropriate for the somewhat gratuitous closing of a paper.

36. Overall, my feeling is that the results section needs more specifics and detail.

37. I’d argue for a much broader discussion than this, most especially a much broader lead sentence that argues for why such an assessment is important.

38. Not a strong lead sentence.

39. This is worth developing into at least a paragraph or two or three filled with references to other work and a critical assessment of what you found.  As written, this paragraph rambles about and doesn’t cite even one other study.

40. Colloquial, weak lead sentence.

41. What percent?  A reasonable subsample or over represented?

42. Why? (not mentioned in methods).

43. I sense bankful height and discharge are intermixed here.  Separate them

44. How do you know?

45. The interesting part of your work is about these “complications”  Spend time on them…

46. This is a “so what” conclusion for a national journal.

47. This conclusion reads like the end of a local report.  It doesn’t summarize what you did and found for a national audience.

48. Not clear what these data represent?  Rural mixed with urban?  Why not plot separately for comparison?  Very hard figure to read.  What is “n”.
