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Comments for Transmission to Authors
It would be useful to have both general comments and specific comments for major and
minor revision. Please use additional sheets should they be required.
I have reviewed Chapter 5 of the Draft Report, except Section 5.6 on
isostatic rebound. I found the summary to reflect the original reports
that I reviewed. I had the following comments.
1) footnote on p 104 is incorrect: "laminar" is not equivalent to
subcritical
2) p 105 description of hydraulic radius is incorrect. The phrase
"inverse of the" should be removed. It would be simpler to say that
hydraulic radius is the ratio of cross-sectional area to wetted
perimeter.
3) p 105. Please continue use of "US customary units" instead of
"conventional units".
4) p 113 This reviewer found Bruxer's analysis of actual head-discharge
data to be the most compelling indication of conveyance change.
Inclusion here of the observed difference in required head for
equivalent discharge would be worthwhile. Such a statement is provided
in the summary on p118, wherein 8-10 cm change in required head is
specified. Bruxer's Figure 6-5, supplemented by Figure 3 in Bruxer's
response to review comments, suggest conveyance change resulted in an

observed change in required head ranging from 7 cm to 20 cm to produce
equivalent discharge.
5) p 122-123. The justification for model approach appears to consider
only the question of conveyance. This may be due to the specific
science questions posed for Chapter 5, but the overall study objectives
were not limited to an evaluation of conveyance change. 1D modelling
may be appropriate for conveyance estimates, but not for local sediment
transport and morphodynamic modelling. Further, the justification for
2D versus 3D focuses entirely on the (lack of) importance of vertical
velocities. This discussion fails to recognize that 2D models do not
readily predict cross-stream currents in channel bends due to inadequate
consideration of momentum exchange, as was previously stated by the
review team. Accurate prediction of secondary currents is important for
sediment transport and morphodynamic modelling in channel bends. The
study team, supported by the review team, considered 3D modelling to be
excessive to address the study objectives. However, limitations of 2D
modelling should be acknowledged. A 3D model study was in fact also
conducted, but this was not mentioned in the Draft Report. Liu and
Parker compared shear estimates from their 2D model to shear estimates
from a 3D model. The results were comparable. It would be useful to
mention this in the Draft Report, as further justification for the 2D
approach.
6) p 129. This reviewer previously raised an issue regarding the model
bathymetry uncertainty analysis performed by Bruxer and Thompson.
Bruxer and Thompson employed random bathymetry errors, whereas
bathymetry errors would have been greater in non-surveyed areas of the
river bed where interpolation was required. This criticism was
acknowledged by Bruxer and Thompson as a weakness of the uncertainty
analysis. Perhaps some discussion is required in the Draft Report.

