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I commend the authors for this large and important effort and I appreciate the chance to
review this work. This is a worthy effort that should be published and shared widely. I am
very keen to explore the intersection between digital tool and expert knowledge in soil
survey. However, reading this manuscript, I found myself with some additional questions
and points of clarification needed. At numerous points, information was provided, but out
of the order the reader might expect. This is at least partially due to the iterative nature of
the project; but I found that some of the results were like part of the methods and some
of the results read like conclusions. The repetition of information might cause a reader to
skip sections and miss important pieces of information. I think with some additional
explanation and minor edits, this paper will be ready for publication.

 

Please find specific comments by line number:

Line 57: What number of profiles were used in the notable efforts referred to above
(soilgrids 1 and 2)?  How many of the thousands collected were included. This information
would link the two parts of the intro – soil maps and soil profile collection.

Line 59: What do you mean that gridded spatial soil info is hardly available.  Do you mean
they were inaccessible, hard to use, incomplete?  Please be explicit explaining why the
previous products were not adequate.  

Line 64: This paragraph makes more sense to me prior to the previous  paragraph – to
line 59.

Line 71: What do you mean by improved?

Line 121: this is the accuracy of the profile data.  Figure 2. What is Data Ecosystem
Mapping?  Does this include getting the metadata for each profile correct according to the
covariates?

Line 152: Are the terrain variables used listed anywhere…………. I see I think this
paragraph is confusing as many of the details I was looking for are in the next paragraph. 



I recommend creating one paragraph or a separate climate and topography paragraph.
Please list the DEM derivatives.

Line 176: Did you consider evaluating your covariates for correlation and limiting the
number used? Why or why not?

Line 179: this paragraphs seems more introductory and not part of explaining your
process.

Line 194: Are you saying previous studies have used this technique?  I think you could
eliminate this sentence.

Line 199: were optimized how?  Is there a metric you were evaluating?  Does the Caret
package give you some sort of evaluation?

Line 202: Did you state how you separated the training and testing sets and what the
‘new’ dataset is.  You should define those sets, how they were selected and used.

Line 224:  typo ‘-runto’  should have a space ‘-run to’

Line 254: Consider something more definitive and eliminate ‘the results suggest’.  I think
these are straightforward results that need no wiggle words like ‘suggest’.

Line 255: I am not sure the word ‘museum’ is what I would use here.  Perhaps ‘display’ or
‘diversity’ is more appropriate?

 Line 268: Is this section not part of the methods?  This describes how you collected and
evaluated profiles, which is covered earlier.

Line 323: This is a great description of the setting and climate; but I think it might fit
better in the methods or introduction.

Figure 6. My preference is to rename the covariates or list the abbreviations in the figure
captions.  It is cumbersome for the reader to have to toggle between this figure and an
appendix.

Line 357: could the low influence of lithology have anything to do with WRB class breaks
and how they intersect with the scale of parent material variability?

Line 361: can you take mtry and the comma out of this sentence, does it still mean the
same thing?

Line 362: Did you test the accuracy of previous maps or find other reported accuracies of
maps from the area (not just general averages)?

Line 375: I am very curious what the accuracy of Global Soil Grids is using your updated
soil profiles. Without that information, it is difficult to know how successful this effort
using expert knowledge has been.

Line 401: the portion of this paragraph dealing with landscapes/top-sequeces belongs with
the paragraph below (line 409) focused on topo-sequences.

Line 426: Are the soil qualities (I think you mean properties) transitional or are the
covariates transitional (or both?).

Line 441: I think this is an ‘and’ not a ‘but’.  Did you consider adjusting you training



dataset for more balanced set of soil profiles?

Line 445: this paragraph read very much like a concluding statement, was that the
intention?

Line 458 – Section 458.  It would be much more powerful to compare the expert
evaluation of this map vs. the expert evaluation of previous maps. Was any re-evaluation
done after re-running the model.  Did the output from the tests change throughout the
process?  Were the scales used to evaluate by experts useful to the scale of your model?

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

http://www.tcpdf.org

