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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

The authors have failed to address the significant problems with this manuscript. For example, 

in lines 203-211 the authors go through a series of yield increases given a 1% increase in SOC, 

and the reader is referred to Figures 2-4. The authors claim yield increases with increasing 

SOC in all cases, yet in Figure 2 the control shows a yield decrease with increasing SOC and the 

compost treatment is basically a flat line, no yield change with changes in SOC. Figure 3 shows 

a flat line for the control and yield decreases with increasing SOC in the compost and 

compost+mycorrhizae treatments. Figure 4 shows a flat line for the control and yield 

decreases for the manure and compost+mycorrhizae treatments. I pointed this out in my first 

review. The authors say they have addressed this with a statement in their conclusions, but 

that does not resolve saying everything increases in the text of the manuscript and then 

showing graphs with very definite decreasing yields given increases in SOC for some of the 

treatments. The statements given in the text do not agree with the graphs! 

 

I pointed out in my earlier review that the authors talk about yield increases given a 1% 

increase in SOC, and that this is not statistically sound because most of their data shows much 

less than a 1% SOC increase, meaning they are projecting results beyond their data range. The 

authors responded that these yield increases given 1% SOC increases were literature 

information, not their findings. It is not presented that way in the manuscript. Lines 203-211 

refer us to Figures 2-4, which are data from this study, and say that data shows that increases 

in SOC led to increases in yield. That does not read as if literature data is being presented. 

Furthermore, the “Results” section of one’s paper is not an appropriate place to bring in some 

other study’s data, those kinds of comparisons are done in the Discussion. One of two things is 

happening here – 1) the authors are presenting their own data and are doing so in a way that 

is not statistically sound, or 2) the presentation of the information is so poorly written that it’s 

impossible to tell what is the authors’ data versus what they have gotten from other sources. 

Either way, this is not publishable in its current form. Furthermore, if the authors are 

presenting literature data, their data does not agree with the literature data, yet they fail to 

ever address that. 

 

With this manuscript in its current form I stand behind my original review. This manuscript 

should be rejected. I still feel there is publishable information in it, but not as currently 

presented.  
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