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In order to address the recent and dramatic decrease in ‘green space’ in Burlington, VT, several neighborhood studies were conducted in geomorphology and geohydrology classes at the University of Vermont.  In the neighborhoods that were studied, it was discovered that an increase in impermeable surface from 4% to 42% has occurred in the last 130 years.  This loss of green space is most rampant on student occupied, off campus housing where the number of students and thus cars residing on a plot of land exceeds what the land was originally designed to accommodate.  These projects were successful in that they addressed a real life environmental issue and provided students with an opportunity to apply classroom learning by reaching out to the community.  Public presentations were giving to make the finding available to the citizens of Burlington.


The content of this paper is both socially and educationally important.   The projects designed and implemented by the authors provide a necessary service to the community of Burlington Vermont, as well as engage students in practical applications of classroom learning.  Although the construction of the paper is easily read and understood, the writing is choppy and awkward in places and needs to be reworked.  I think the main conclusions of the paper would be strengthened with the presentation of some of the data collected during the neighborhood studies.  

With out question this paper should be accepted for publication.  Real life environmentally focused classroom curriculum is, in my opinion, one of the most effective tools for addressing and mitigating community scale environmental issues.  As mentioned above, there are modifications that need to be made.  The writing could be reworked in places to more clearly present and explain the projects and conclusions drawn from their findings.  Displaying the data obtained from door to door surveys etc. in table format could be useful…very little data is shown relative to the amount of work that was done.  As well, the data that are listed need to be clearly explained.  For example, percentages listed in the abstract depicting the increase in impermeable surface area need to be identified as pertaining only to those neighborhoods studied and not the whole of Burlington.  One thing that was on my mind while reading through the paper was what are some of the possible solutions to this problem?  The causes and potential results of the decreased infiltration capacity in Burlington are evident, but given the high number of universities and thus students in Burlington, what are some plausible options (besides building massive parking garages everywhere).  At the bottom of page 11, you state that as a group the students discussed a ‘variety of ideas for preventing future green space loss and ways of remediating areas already affected’…what were these?

Specific comments keyed to numbers in the manuscript margin:

1) Minor point, but when you list these percentages of impermeable surface increases, I think you should state that they are only for the neighborhoods which were studied.  They are not for Burlington as a whole.

2) I don’t think that the first part of this sentence is necessary.  It would be more easily read without it.

3) I think this sentence would read better as ‘Door to door surveys and document searches provided students with an opportunity to interact as professionals with community members and university staff.

4) Instead of saying that there are simply few outcrops, maybe say the bedrock is overlain by thick layers of sediment…and maybe mention the affect this has on infiltration, aquifer and other hydrologic properties in Burlington.

5) Maybe beef up and reword this history of urban development in Burlington. 

6) You say here that present day zoning laws require 65% of housing lots to be open space (green space).  Table 2 states that some lots in Burlington have up to 83% impervious surface.  What can be done legally about this?  Can landlords/ tenants be held accountable under existing laws?

7) You state this ‘parking creep’ progression as a certainty.  I don’t doubt it for a minute but do you have any personal communication to reference here?

8) Maybe reword, refer to manuscript.

9) You say that the history of the campus is well documented by a variety sources, what are they?

10) Maybe expand on this.  What are the land use agreements between the city of Burlington and the University?

11) Where did you get the criteria for these measurements.

12) How does table 2 support this statement?

13) Reword.

14) Minor, maybe this statement would be better left until the students results section.

15) I think the wording is too strong here.  Maybe mention it, but don’t say that something is definite unless you can support your claim. 

16) I agree with you on this, but I it makes the students sound slovenly.  I don’t know if it needs to even be mentioned.  

17) In regards to the people who attended the presentations…did any students who live within the study areas other than those who conducted the students come?  Did the material affect them?  If they didn’t come, had there been any efforts made to try to get them to come?  Did any of the owners/landlords of the studied properties come.  What was their response to the knowledge that they were in violation to existing zoning codes?

18) You mention that a variety of ideas for preventing future green space loss were mentioned, what were they?  What remediaton strategies were mentioned?

