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This paper is an attempt to elucidate the changes in stream channel morphology as a result of changes in forest riparian cover and urban development. It also attempts to determine how urbanization influences the degree of channel morphology change resulting from forest riparian cover. The paper emphasizes the strength of the paired watershed method for its ability to detail such changes in channel morphology, having control on watershed characteristics such as geology, soil, slope, etc. The authors suggest that there is a difference between urban and non-urban channels, and that urbanization does not necessarily exacerbate the effect of forest riparian cover.

The data collected were original and I agree with the authors that much of the strength of the study lies in paired watershed approach. I think the data have been manipulated carefully, and a great deal of statistical analysis has been done. The writing is pretty good in that it is free of many small grammatical errors and reads clearly. The writing also reflects a sound understanding of previous research, and it is clear that this knowledge of previous studies drove the authors to establish some new objectives/research initiatives. However, much of the conclusion section reads like the introduction (for example, the last sentence of the paper) and new ideas are not elaborated upon. I think the discussion and results section needs a great deal of work for submission to any journal, and they need to be filtered a good deal for submission to Geology.

I think the paper is a couple of major revisions away from submission to Geology. In particular, I think that the discussion of the statistical methods needs to be reduced a great deal, or rather translated so that the “Results” section include the most important relationships found in the data. In the case of “Urban Influence on Stream Morphology,” you don’t include any of these statistics in the paper in the form of graphs or figures, and so I’m left with wondering what I’m supposed to get from the section or what is significant about these stats. I think the paper needs better arrangement and less statistics. Once accomplished, I think it will be ready for publication and it will signal significant findings in both paired watershed studies and in urban stream restoration.
Specific Comments-

1. Seems to me you might need some more REFs in here to back up some of these established relationships

2. Could the influence of headwater region be the reason for a lack of influence of urbanization on channel changes associated with forest riparian cover? This is the type of question that is presented in the intro. but not addressed in the discussion and conclusions
3. Some of these sandstones and shales are metamorphosed to quartzites and slates, and therefore more resistant to erosion, which in turn effects sediment size and channel morphology. 

4. Define “watershed characteristics” here b/c the statement gets paradoxical. Namely, you are saying that you can tell differences between forested and non-forested watersheds, but that the two watersheds are identical

5. Similarly, can you blatantly give a working definition of “riparian effects” for the paper, either here or earlier in the Intro.?

6. Try to scale back discussion of the statistical methods here OR move some of this text into “Methods”

7. Is this necessary? You now draw attention from the strength and focus of the paper to say “we have other stuff, but we’re not going to show you.” So, I’m left to wonder…what does that data look like?

8. Slightly redundant

9. No figures (ie plots) of this data are included so it’s just a discussion of numbers we don’t see, and therefore very hard to follow

10. This statement is almost copied and pasted from the Intro. So how has this study addressed this problem. I think that message needs to come forth more clearly and loudly.
