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Isanhart, John P
This figure is misleading b/c it appears as if you conducted phased trials in all three years, but the paper says you only have data from 2012/2013. The figure caption needs to capture this point.



Figure 3.  
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Pete Warzybok
I’m not entirely sure what to do with these figures. I thought a combined figure of general hazing and pyro hazing would be better than two separate figures, but I could be convinced either way.

Isanhart, John P
Need to label which techniques are significantly different. Same for figure 4.
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Pete Warzybok
Pre and post-trial pinniped numbers. These figures are taken from the original report but need to be combined into one for the manuscript. Ideally they would also be formatted to look similar to all other figures.

Isanhart, John P
Recommend using larger box plots. It’s hard to discern differences in the current figures.
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Figure 7. 
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