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Relying on a variety of parameters, the authors developed a method by which to classify stream reaches in urban areas according to their degree of impairment caused by urban influences.  Despite the complexity of classifying these streams, the proposed method provided a useful measure of urbanization effects on streams. The product maps of this study serve as a basis for forming a priority list of stream reaches which need to be restored. 

My main comment regards the organization of the paper. Many issues are mentioned and only, in later sections, are explained and described. This can be easily taken care of by rearranging several parts of the paper (see specific comments). After some revisions, this manuscript will be appropriate for submission to the Journal of the American Water Resources Association.

1. Specific comments:

2. Rearrange.

3. Are rural references good enough? How much are they influenced by cultivation, fertilizers, etc…?

4. You should explain this.

5. This is an example of the need to rearrange things so they are better understood. Expand explanation in figure caption, as well.

6. Move upwards to the first mentioning of the reference sites.

7. You should explain this.

8. Rearrange so the paragraph is better understood.

9. Sampling sediments has some very subjective and personal sides to it. Therefore, it is a little problematic comparing data sets collected by two different groups. 

10. So, there are different r reasons for each class of impairments. I think you should discuss these different reasons. Or at least mention them.
11. Are reference and urban channels the same size? Do they have comparable drainage basins?

12. Rearrange.

13. This was not discussed throughout the paper. Why bring it up now?

14. This is a conclusion and should be in the conclusion section.

15. This conclusion section does not have any conclusions in it. It is a summary section with some goals to the future. 

16. Insert should be more informative to those who are not aquatinted with the US geography.

17. You should emphasis in the caption that the upper 3-4 meters were deposited at the same time.

18. Is there a significance to the fact that the regression line does not go through the zero?

19. There should be at least a few samples with an Al/Be ratio to rule out possible burial issues.

