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Brief summary:
The aim of the manuscript was to present data and analysis of fire-induced changes (or lack thereof) to soil physio-chemical properties in a scrubland system in southern Ecuador. Comparable control (unburned) and treated (burned) sample sites were established near and within burned areas of different ages. The Normalized Burn Ratio (NBR) index was used to characterize fire sites. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Principal Component Analysis (PCA) were used to analyze and characterize salient features of the data. The application of the analysis to local management was briefly noted.  
It is generally acknowledged that the occurrence and size of wildfires (whether natural or man-made) are expected to increase under current and projected climate scenarios. Understanding ecosystem effects of wildfire is important to understanding the health, functioning, and management of the system. Specifically, the data and analysis presented in the reviewed manuscript are a necessary part of the growing understanding of the response of soil—a critical component of the ecosystem—to wildfire. 
Initially, it appeared the manuscript would require a simple English language review. However, upon further reading, it was evident there are serious flaws in the manuscript. These flaws include: inconsistent, even improper, use of terms; unclear data presented in the figures and tables; and vague reasoning leading to questionable inferences. 

Recommendation:
As necessary revisions to the manuscript would likely require more than the ten-day revision period allowed by this journal, the overall recommendation is for rejection of this manuscript for publication at this time. 


Comments:
(Line 3) 	After a brief search on the internet, it seems the more common usage for “scrub ecosystem” is “scrubland ecosystem” in the title. Therefore, reference would be to “scrublands” rather than “scrubs” throughout the manuscript.

(Line 23) 	NBR is not the normalized burn area index but, rather, the normalized burn ratio (NBR), an areal index.

(Line 23)	 The term “differential” usually refers to the derivative; the word “difference” is more appropriate throughout the manuscript. 

(Line 34)	The phrase “edaphic properties” was listed as a keyword, but “edaphic” was used only once (apparently) and without definition in the manuscript. Substituting “soil properties” would be more representative.

(Line 157)	The coordinates for the location of Loja canton are not meaningful in the opening sentence of the study area description.

(Line 176, Figure 1)	This figure is confusing and not helpful to readers unfamiliar with the area. The relationship between inset boxes and boxes in Figure 1 is not clear. The figure in the inset box does not seem to match the presumably enlarged figure to the right. All fonts in the figure are too small, virtually illegible. 

(Lines 184-190)	This section seems to be incomplete (“citation” to what?) and should be rewritten, possibly presented as a table. 

(Line 205, Table 1)	The table title seems more a list of characteristics of the HMs, as specific coordinates and elevations are given. In the header, “Zones” are listed but there is no description of a zone in the text. The next header to the right refers to time to chemical analysis only. Perhaps “time” could be simplified to “time after fire”, e.g., Year 2, Year 3, Year 4 etc. The next header seems more indicative of the type of treatment (unburned or burned) rather than MHs. The coordinates listed in the next column end with O rather than W. Altitude is listed as the next header although Elevation was discussed in the text. This type of table (and related text) would be helpful as a way to characterize the experimental design and, especially, the sample naming convention. 

(Line 211)	The term “climograms” is not a standard term. The words “climatogram” and “climagraph” are more appropriate, with “climagraph” being the standard term.

(Line 237- paragraph) 	The explanation of the sampling is confusing. For each different treatment (site?, burn treatment?, year? there are four replicates? This is very important information to make clear for the study.
	Also, the type of soil analyses included physical properties (texture, bulk density) and “chemical” properties although only pH, SOM, and soil nutrients were studied. It would be helpful to indicate this clearly and early (possibly in the abstract). Also, it is stated in line 253 that soil was sampled for iron. The results are not presented in Tables 3 or 4 nor discussed.

(Line 260)	Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD), a post hoc test, was discussed later in the manuscript.

(Line 270)	Climagraphs and burn severity apply more to site characterization than to the Results and discussion section. 

(Line 320, Figure 2)	This Figure needs work. Again, all fonts (except for the Legend) are too small. The relative humidity and windspeed data on the climographs have no numerical axes. The burn severity maps are not easily related to the specific sampling sites. Perhaps the 20m x 20m sampling plots, and sampling points within each plot, could be indicated on the burn severity plots, or else a general sampling plot and point figure could be generated. 

(Line 270 – Section 3.1)	The discussion of climographs and burn severity is unnecessarily long, can be summarized, and belongs in Section 2 (Materials and Methods) as neither data set is a new result nor the objective of the paper. Additionally, characterization of the sampling data by the burn severity maps seems arbitrary. The degree of burn severity over an area is not the same as the burn severity at the points at which the samples were taken. The burn severity would belong more in characterization of the sample location and experimental design. The effect of burn severity on experimental results, however, does belong in the Results section. 

(Line 360 – Section 3.2) The discussion of results is complicated by the sudden introduction of sample names without presenting the system of how samples are identified. The discussion here refers to sample names and Figure 2 but there is no connection to the sample names in Figure 2. 

(Line 394 – Table 2) The designation of the samples needs to be explained; it is helpful to the reader who is unfamiliar with the data. Specifically, the abbreviations should be identified in the caption. Sometimes, the names given to field samples and analyses need to be clarified and simplified for publication. If all the samples are in HMSs, then it is not significant as a sample designation. 

(Line 438 – Figure 3)	All fonts are too small. The year designation for the graphs could be simplified as Year 2, Year 4, etc.  Also, the term “macronutrients” is introduced in the caption and should have been described in the text, for example, in the methods section. 

(Line 460 – Figure 4) All fonts are too small. The term “micronutrients” is introduced in the caption but not introduced in the text. Ca and Mg are normally considered macronutrients. 
(See Hossner L.R. (2008) Macronutrients. In: Chesworth W. (eds) Encyclopedia of Soil Science. Encyclopedia of Earth Sciences Series. Springer, Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-3995-9_337) 

(Line 513) 	The section “Author Contributions” was not completed.
