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A one-time survey across anthropogenic soils in Uruguay was carried out and analyzed for
different soil parameters with the aim to identify interaction between land use and soil
characteristics.

The manuscript covers the relevant and timely issue of non-sustainable land use practices
that support soil loss and degradation. However, I am missing a substantial contribution to
scientific progress in the methodology and/or results. There are long-term and recurring
topsoil surveys established worldwide, results are being published in report formats on a
regular basis, and in general, these data sets (especially when run over long time periods)
hold valuable information for various scientific questions. However, in this manuscript, the
authors did not communicate the aim, research question or hypothesis addressed with the
study. A purely exploratory statistical analysis of a set of standard analyses of soil
samples is not sufficiently novel or unique for a publication in SOIL. Therefore, I regret I
cannot recommend the publication of this manuscript.

Some points that I would like to share to reason my decision, and that might be helpful
for future manuscript preparations, follow below.

I stumbled a bit over the title, being a question “sentence” without a verb. Titles,
especially when they include questions, should be concise and meaningful.

It is not clear in the abstract, what the goal of the study was (to “understand” soils), and
what was done (“we analyzed …”). From reading the abstract, I wondered whether this
study is about a spatial and/or time series analysis. The results mentioned in the abstract
give clues to sophisticated analysis methods: loss in nutrients, accumulation in topsoils on
riverine forests, translocation, local land use trajectories. But later in the manuscript it
appears that none of this was actually investigated directly.



Some parts in the manuscript are rather misleading: In the methods it is mentioned that
landowners were asked permission for a long-term monitoring of their land, but there is
no further information found on this in the remaining text.

The discussion actually starts with setting the background for a rationale to carry out the
survey, so it is somewhat out of place here and should be part of the introduction.

Some parts are misleading or hard to understand: e.g., the authors discuss the role of
riverine forests, but results are shown for native forests. Sometimes, “park forests” are
also mentioned without an explanation of that term.

The CONEAT index or categories are nowhere explained, the mere numbers are
meaningless to the reader not familiar with this classification.

The discussion is mostly very vague and I cannot find new insights or sound conclusions
from the performed analysis results.

Finally, the statement of the last paragraph, that extensive management of native
grassland would be better for soil fertility/health is nothing that is new or concluded from
the presented study results. A final conclusion is missing.
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