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General Comment:

To understand the effects of Hurricane Harvey on Texas coastal zone chemistry, especially
inorganic nutrients and dissolved oxygen. The authors used five cruises measurements,
two pre- and three post-hurricane, with data on temperature, salinity, dissolved inorganic
nutrients, DO, and fluorescence at stations along Texas coastal zone, Gulf of Mexico. In
addition, both wind and current data were retrieved from website of the TABS moorings
system along the Texas coast and the National Data Buoy Center. To evidence the
phytoplankton dynamics at pre- and post-hurricane periods, satellite imagery was used
and downloaded from the NASA Goddard ocean color website. I appreciate and admire the
amount of data set of this ms.

 

I appreciate they provided a lot of data set, especially the field data. The results showed
that even with intense terrestrial runoff due to rainfall caused by hurricane, nutrient
supply to the coastal ocean was transient and with little phytoplankton growth and no
hypoxia in coastal zone after hurricane. To demonstrate and explain those results and
outcomes, a lot of data has been applied. However, I do find out that the whole
manuscript mostly only stated the observed results but lacked of the significant scientific
evidences, especially without supporting by statistical evidences. In addition, the
presentation of this ms should be in a more logistic way and provided the organized and
sorted information; the unnecessary details normally will distract the way of thinking and
reading of the reader. In the text, there are also many local names has been addressed
when described the data, and they should be clearly labeled in the map. Otherwise, it will
confuse the international reader, especially for whom do not familiar with this region.
Overall, I do feel this ms was very descriptive and it should be concise and focus on the
main theme of this Hurricane effect with supporting evidences from this study.



 

Specific comments:

Introduction:

In the introduction, you might want to focus on what we have known about the
phenomena, e.g., variables or ecosystems response to hurricane’s impact. Therefore, you
may consider to simplify or trim the unnecessary details regarding description on
hurricanes and Hurricane Harvey.

lines 31-39. This can be simplified by one sentence.

lines 55-59, again, too much unnecessary details on Hurricane Harvey, and you might
only focus on its heavy rainfall here.

lines 73-94, same as previous comments.

 

Methods:

lines 130-133, all the instrument should provide the company info.

line 155-156, please indicate whether the fluorometer data has been calibrated with in-
situ Chl a data or not.

 

Results:



line 153, You may want to consider to present wind field (not shown in this study) and
current movement data together. It will then better show the impact of hurricane and
other conditions on both variables.

line 189, 191, Traditionally, reference(s) is not cited in the Results section.

line 218, you may want to present the measured temperature as supplementary
information.

line 227, again, reference.

line 299, reference again.

lines 329-330, references again.

 

Discussion.

This is a very long Discussion section, you may want to consider to separate it into
different subtitles, e.g., impact on the Bay regions, inner shelf, offshore, phytoplankton,
as well as oxygen dynamics?

lines 551-552, Sabine Lake to Port Aransas Bay, the name should be marked or labeled in
the map.

lines 589-590, please consistent with the unit of same variable throughout the ms, e.g.,
μg/L and mg m-3.

lines 600-603, so, the satellite-derived results might mislead the interpretation of your
results?



lines 608-618, I believe the statement regarding hypoxia formation has been well known,
and you may want to simplify it here.

Lines 659-719, four factors have been proposed to explain why there was no hypoxia
following Hurricane Harvey. The direct evidences of those factors should be provided to
support your idea and persuade the reader.

 

Table 1, rates (cm hr-1)? If so, please revise it. Also, you should present the locations of
precipitation in the sampling map. Please also consider move this table to supplementary
information.

Fig. 1, You might want to mark and indicate the sampling area in this figure. The reader
will have better idea where the stations located.

Fig. 2, Please remove or describe the undescribed label in the figure. e.g., Yellow triangle
X. Also, please mark the line(s) which mentioned in the text, e.g., line 3.

Fig. 3, You might want to combined all panel (A, B, C, and D) of each buoy’s data into a
longer time period and also marked your pre- and post-hurricane sampling periods and
hurricane period in the longer time panel’s data plot. In this way, the reader can clearly
picture all the time frame of your study.

You may want to consider to combine Fig. 1-3 into one figure or at least Fig. 1 and 2. It
will provide a clear picture for the reader regarding your study site, sampling period, and
current condition of your study.

Fig. 4, it will be easier to follow your description if Mississippi-Atchafalaya river system,
Galveston Bay, and Matagorda Bay are marked on the map.

Fig. 5, y-axis, the water column depth should mark with minus sign; Please mark
pycnocline in DO profiles. Also, please clearly indicate which September cruise for this
data set (I know which cruise, but it still should be clearly indicated in the caption).

 



Fig. S3, it is more make sense to me if you reverse x- and y-axes plot of this figure.
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