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J. F. Wehmiller review of Muhs: MIS 5e sea-level history along the Pacific Coast 
of North America  

Review begun Oct. 25, 2021  

Comments are inserted at appropriate positions in the guidelines 
below; reviewer comments are in italics.  

Review guidelines – step by step  
For future reuse and reinterpretation, it is mandatory for the user to be assured about  
research data quality. It is the aim of ESSD to provide quality assessment for data sets 
which are already included in permanent repositories.  

Thus, when reviewing a paper in ESSD, we would like you to review not just the 
manuscript but, more importantly, the data set itself. For your guidance, a step-by-step 
review approach is suggested:  

1. Read the manuscript: are the data and methods presented new? Is there any 
potential of the data being useful in the future? Are methods and materials described in 
sufficient detail? Are any references/citations to other data sets or articles missing or 
inappropriate?  

Is the article itself appropriate to support the publication of a data set?  

Wehmiller (italics used here and following for comments):  

This is an extremely comprehensive manuscript, both in terms of text and the data 
set(s) that is summarizes. Aside from some minor editorial comments in the text (in the 
form of pdf “sticky notes”) I have no recommendations for changes. It is very 
noteworthy that, in spite of the wealth of information presented by Muhs, there are so 
many places along the Pacific where the data simply do not permit an “absolute” 
assignment of a “last interglacial age” to a specific terrace. The quthor does an 
excellent job of summarizing the state of our knowledge and also the uncertainties 
about the age assignments. Muhs has also done an excellent job of reviewing the 
history of marine terrace studies along the entire coastline – a remarkable  
accomplishment, perhaps more than would be expected for an atlas focused on MIS 
5e. Thank you for your kind comments! 



 

I note, however, that I have reviewed the “WALIS spreadsheet” that is associated with 
the manuscript and have made many comments about entries in this spreadsheet. My 
version of the spreadsheet is attached. More on this in following sections. This will likely 
require some discussions between the authors and WALIS colleagues.  

Special issue editor Alessio Rovere has followed all of your suggested changes for 
the WALIS spreadsheet and uploaded a revised version.  Thank you for 
suggesting the changes that have improved this. 

 

2. Check the data quality: is the data set accessible via the given identifier? Is the data 
set complete? Are error estimates and sources of errors given (and discussed in the 
article)? Are the accuracy, calibration, processing, etc. state of the art? Are common 
standards used for comparison?  

Is the data set significant – unique, useful, and complete?  

The data tables created by Muhs (S1, S2, S3) are accurate and consistent with the 
manuscript. The “WALIS spreadsheet, however, is inaccurate or confusing in many 
places. It is an attempt to “force” a lot of old data into a set of expectations that can only 
be met with great difficulty, given the methods available at the time of sample collection 
and analysis. There are entries in this spreadsheet that are best left to the original 
publications, and I question the value of entering some methodological data for certain 
samples but not entering comparable data for other samples. For consistency, it should 
be all or none. I have made numerous comments in the AAR section of the 
spreadsheet, as I personally was involved in analyzing many of the samples listed in 
that spreadsheet. Consequently, I know better than anyone else the subtleties of the 
method(s) and the associated results.  

Same reply as above: special issue editor Alessio Rovere has followed all of your 
suggested changes for the WALIS spreadsheet and uploaded a revised version.  
Thank you for suggesting the changes that have improved this. 

3. Consider article and data set: are there any inconsistencies within these, 
implausible assertions or data, or noticeable problems which would suggest the data 
are erroneous (or worse). If possible, apply tests (e.g. statistics). Unusual formats or 
other circumstances which impede such tests in your discipline may raise suspicion.  

Is the data set itself of high quality?  

I have reviewed S2 and was actually involved in multiple discussions with the author 
prior to the preparation of S2. It is a fair and accurate summary of a large amount of 
data, and it appears to be consistent with the manuscript itself. Both are organized in a 
consistent geographic manner that is easy to follow.  



The “WALIS spreadsheet” for the AAR data has many entries that are inaccurate or 
misleading. Comments are inserted where needed, but there may be other revisions 
when the author and WALIS colleagues review my comments. 

See replies above. 

4. Check the presentation quality: is the data set usable in its current format and  

size? Are the formal metadata appropriate? Check the publication: is the length of the 
article appropriate? Is the overall structure of the article well structured and clear? Is the 
language consistent and precise? Are mathematical formulae, symbols, abbreviations, 
and units correctly defined and used? Are figures and tables correct and of high quality?  

The article is definitely well structured and easy to follow, as it proceeds from north to 
south; tables S1-S3 follow this structure as well. The manuscript is long, primarily 
because it has to discuss ALL the possible MIS 5 sites, even though many of them are 
only qualitatively data (or not dated at all). This need arises because so many sites are 
of the potential MIS 5e age, but their ages cannot be constrained to the precision 
expected in the WALIS project.  

Thank you. 
 

Is the data set publication, as submitted, of high quality?  

The dataset as presented in S1, S2, and S3 is clear, well explained and of high quality. 
It is easily citable in the current format. The data in the WALIS spreadsheet (S2) is 
potentially confusing, inconsistent or ambiguous – it attempts to include values for all 
D/L results from every sample, with I recommend not even trying to include all the AAR 
data in this spreadsheet and simply refer readers to the original manuscripts. In some 
cases the original manuscript(s) are referred to, but not in others. This inconstancy 
would confuse potential users. The authors of those manuscripts would presumably 
have the insights to report what they feel are the most reliable results.  

See replies above. 

Finally: By reading the article and downloading the data set, would you be able to 
understand and (re-)use the data set in the future?  

The data in S1, S2, and S3 are useful. The AAR data in the “WALIS spreadsheet” are 
not useful and any user would have to resort the primary literature.  

See replies above. 

Rating  



Reviewers are asked to decide how well the respective data sets presented by an 
article and the article itself meet the following criteria (rated 1–4, excellent–poor):  

Significance  

Is there any potential of the data being useful? This is clearly the most important 
decision. There are at least three sub-criteria to evaluate:  

•	Uniqueness: it should not be possible to replicate the experiment or observation on  
a routine basis. Thus, any data set on a variable supposed or suspected to reflect 
changes in the Earth system deserves to be considered unique. This is also the case 
for cost-intensive data sets which will not be replicated due to financial reasons. A new 
or improved method should not be trivial or obvious.  

•	Usefulness: it should be plausible that the data, alone or in combination with other 
data sets, can be used in future interpretations, for the comparison to model output or 
to verify other experiments or observations. Other possible uses mentioned by the 
authors will be considered.  

•	Completeness: a data set or collection must not be split intentionally, for example, to 
increase the possible number of publications. It should contain all data that can be 
reviewed without unnecessary increase of workload and can be reused in another 
context by a reader.  

I rate the data quality as #1 for each of the above criteria – data as presented in S1, S2, 
and S3. The WALIS spreadsheet (attached) is ranked as #3 or #4... it needs a lot of 
work.  

Thank you for the kind comments on S1, S2, and S3; for the WALIS spreadsheet, 
please see replies above. 
 
Data quality  

The data must be presented readily and accessible for inspection and analysis to make 
the reviewer's task possible. Even if a data set submitted is the first ever published (on 
a parameter, in a region, etc.), its claimed accuracy, the instrumentation employed, and 
methods of processing should reflect the "state of the art" or "best practices". 
Considering all conditions and influences presented in the article, these claims and 
factors must be mutually consistent. The reviewer will then apply his or her expert 
knowledge and operational experience in the specific field to perform tests (e.g. 
statistical tests) and cast judgement on whether the claimed findings and its factors – 
individually and as a whole – are plausible and do not contain detectable faults.  

As noted in the “WALIS spreadsheet” and elsewhere, I have personally been involved 
in the analysis of many of the AAR samples reported in S2 and the WALIS 



spreadsheet. Therefore, I am quite familiar with the data and the form in which it is 
presented. I conferred with the author regarding the production his data table S2. I feel 
that the WALIS spreadsheet needs a large amount of work to correct errors, improves 
references, and make the entries internally consistent. I am willing to consult with the 
author(s) as needed.  

See replies above. 

Presentation quality  

Long articles are not expected. Regarding the style, the aim is to develop stereotypical 
wording so that unambiguous meaning can be expressed and understood without much 
effort. The article should express clearly what has been found, where, when, and how. 
The article text and references should contain all information necessary to evaluate all 
claims about the data set or collection, whether the claims are explicitly written down in 
the article, or implicit, through the data being published or their metadata. The authors 
should point to suitable software or services for simple visualization and analysis, 
keeping in mind that neither the reviewer nor the casual "reader" will install or pay for it.  

  
The manuscript is indeed long, but its length is necessary because of the long history of 
the work and the comprehensive nature of the discussion and review of the literature. 
The author has been the major player in the past three decades of Pacific coast 
geochronology and draws upon his lengthy involvement in this work.  

Thank you. 
 
Access review, peer review, and interactive public 
discussion (ESSDD)  
Manuscripts submitted to ESSD at first undergo a rapid access review by the topical 
editor (initial manuscript evaluation), which is not meant to be a full scientific review but 
to identify and sort out manuscripts with obvious major deficiencies in view of the above 
principal evaluation criteria.  

If they are not immediately rejected, they will be posted on the Earth System Science 
Data Discussions (ESSDD) website, the discussion forum of ESSD, where they are 
subject to full  
peer review and interactive public discussion.  

Peer-review completion (ESSD)  

At the end of the interactive public discussion, the authors may make their final 
response and submit a revised manuscript. Based on the referee comments, other 
relevant comments, and the authors' response in the public discussion, the revised 



manuscript is re- evaluated and rated by the topical editor. If rated excellent or good in 
all of the principal criteria and specific aspects listed above, it will normally be accepted 
for publication in ESSD. Additional advice from the referees in the evaluation and rating 
of the revised manuscript will be requested by the topical editor if the public discussion 
in ESSDD is not sufficiently conclusive.  

This reviewer rates the overall manuscript as excellent.  

Thank you. 
 
CC2: 'Reply on RC2', Alessio Rovere, 25 Nov 2021  
As topical editor of this Special Issue and the leading scientist behind the WALIS 
database idea, I would like to thank John Wehmiller for the specific comments on the 
database, mostly centered on the Amino Acid Racemization data table. 

For the readers, I wish to clarify that the main aim of having the data in a standardized 
format is not to "supersede" original publications. Instead, it is to make the data 
contained therein more usable and available in a ready-to-analyze form. However, as 
John Wehmiller points out in his comment, nothing can indeed substitute the expertise 
of the person/team who originally collected the data, which should always be credited 
and to whom questions may be directed in case of doubts. 

However, we should recognize that good data most often outlive our careers. Also, it is 
becoming increasingly clear that we cannot rely on publishers (that are, most often, 
companies that may eventually go out of business) to store data in the long term. 
Therefore, we need to prepare the best possible standardized templates and keep 
them in long-term archives. This is the driving concept of the entire WALIS special issue 
(and the associated database). Of note is that both data and papers are archived for 
long-term preservation. Data is stored in Zenodo, copies of papers are sent to the 
German National Library and other repositories, all independent from the publisher. 

I would also like to point out that WALIS is not a "fixed" atlas, but it can be updated and 
improved through suggestions from the scientific community. The Special Issue serves 
to collect data for Version 1.0, to which hopefully many more will follow. The comments 
received from John Wehmiller on the AAR spreadsheet are exactly what WALIS needs to 
grow and improve through time. He knows better than anyone else those data, as he 
was the one who did the original analyses and wrote the original manuscripts from 
where the data was reported.  

I encourage anyone who has their work cited in WALIS to look over the data they 
produced and get in touch with the editorial team if they notice discrepancies or 
suggest corrections. A track-changes system is in place in WALIS so that creating a new 



record without losing the original entry is possible, and credit to the "reviewer" will be 
given. John Wehmiller has set an excellent example of how to do that. 
Citation: https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-2021-345-CC2 
 
RC3: 'Reply on CC2', John Wehmiller, 29 Nov 2021  
Related to this discussion, it should be pointed out that the AAR community initiated an 
effort in 2010 to establish a program for archival data storage.  The results of this effort 
can be found at the US NOAA NEIC Paleoclimatology site (link below).   Datafiles on the 
site may not have some specific information that would be sought by WALIS users but 
the overall structure and content of the site should be of interest to the WALIS 
community.  Ideally, links between the NOAA site or other databases could be 
established so that WALIS community is aware of these other sources of 
information.  Several publications and datasets discussed in the Muhs WALIS paper are 
listed in the NOAA site, and others remain to be added.   

In the 50+-year history of the AAR method, as with many other methods, technological 
advances have affected the type and quality of data.  In the early years, only one amino 
acid D/L value could be measured; newer methods allowed multiple D/L 
measurements with varying degrees of confidence. Data digitization and more rapid 
and more sensitive analytical procedures further enhanced the method.  Comparing 
D/L values obtained in the past two decades to those from the 1960’s and 1970’s must 
be done with extreme care, as inter-lab (and even intra-lab) differences can be 
significant.    

For those studies that report D/L values for multiple amino acids, it is important to note 
that, in almost all cases, the investigator(s) emphasized results for certain amino 
acids.  The reasons for relying on specific amino acid results are usually discussed in 
the primary literature.  It is important that the WALIS database include this information 
if it is to be consistent with the original work. 

NOAA Paleoclimatology Data site 

https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/products/paleoclimatology 

Search for “Paleodata”, then enter “Racemization” 

  
Citation: https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-2021-345-RC3 
 
“STICKY NOTE” COMMENTS BY JOHN WEHMILLER: 



Page: 30  
Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/1/2021 3:45:53 PM -04'00' 
The Woods and Camalu data are cited in the WALIS spreadsheet and/or in Wehmiller & Pellerito 2015  

Thank you for catching this.  I now cite Wehmiller and Pellerito (2015) here as 
well. 

Page: 36  
Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/1/2021 3:50:38 PM -04'00' do you need to change the name? 

This is actually an amusing situation.  The original genus name was Tegula.  For a 
brief period, this was changed to Chlorostoma, but then changed back again to 
Tegula!  So, the “old” name is now the “new” name again.  

Page: 37  
Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/2/2021 2:48:39 PM -04'00' Figure 36 shows the SNI data but text refers to 
Figure 37 - better check figure numbering  

Thanks—fixed this. 

Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/1/2021 4:20:48 PM -04'00' fig 36b?  

Thanks—fixed this too.  

Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/2/2021 2:49:59 PM -04'00' 
I'm not a fan of the parabolic model, especially for the A/I values for the high terraces that are essentially at 
equilibrium. However, I agree that these model ages are simply that - model ages. We have similar estimates in the 
1977 Open File and 1993 SEPM publications for the terraces in the 100-200 m range using different modeling 
approaches.  

Agreed: this is why I put in the qualifying sentence at the end. 

Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/1/2021 4:29:40 PM -04'00' We have AAR on the Linda Vista terrace  

Thank you for catching this, which I overlooked.  I now mention here that your 
data in Wehmiller et al. (1977a) show that the Lindavista terrace has D/L ratios 
near equilibrium in Tivela, indicating considerable antiquity (which is consistent 
with the new cosmogenic ages). 

Page: 39  



Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 10/26/2021 10:22:44 AM -04'00' post-dated (i.e., younger than)  

Oh my goodness… a huge thank-you for catching THIS: fixed…!!! 

Page: 40  
Author: WEHMILLER Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/1/2021 4:35:26 PM -04'00' 
As I recall, the AA data for Saxidomus and Mya from Coquille and Cape Blanco are not inter-generically consistent. 
You can't go into this issue here, but it's one of the nasty unresolved issues.  

Yes, I agree.  I wish we had more data on Mya from dated localities, which might 
clear some of this up, but it’s a less-common beast. 

 

 

 

 
 
 


