Thank you for your submission to PeerJ. I am writing to inform you that in my opinion as the Academic Editor for your article, your manuscript "Seasonal availability of edible underground and aboveground carbohydrate resources to human foragers on the Cape south coast, South Africa" (#2015:09:6699:1:1:REVIEW) requires some minor revisions before we could accept it for publication.

The comments supplied by the reviewers on this revision are pasted below. My comments are as follows:

Editor's comments

Thanks for your revision, which has been seen by both our previous reviewers. As you will see, there are just a few more changes suggested by our one reviewer, and I would be grateful if you would consider these and revise your paper accordingly. Once that's done, I would be delighted to accept your paper for publication. I look forward to seeing a new revision soon.
with best wishes,
Louise

If you are willing to undertake these changes, please submit your revised manuscript (with any rebuttal information*) to the journal within 45 days.

* Resubmission checklist:

When resubmitting, in addition to any revised files (e.g. a clean manuscript version, figures, tables, which you will add to the "Primary Files" upload section), please also provide the following two items:

A rebuttal Letter: A single document where you address all the Editor and reviewers' suggestions or requirements, point-by-point.
A 'Tracked Changes' version of your manuscript: A document that shows the tracking of the revisions made to the manuscript. You can also choose to simply highlight or mark in bold the changes if you prefer.
Accepted formats for the rebuttal letter and tracked changes document are: DOCX (preferred), DOC, or PDF.


PeerJ does not offer copyediting, so please ensure that your revision is free from errors and that the English language meets our standards: uses clear and unambiguous text, is grammatically correct, and conforms to professional standards of courtesy and expression.

Louise Barrett 
Academic Editor for PeerJ

Dear Editor,

We thank Reviewer 1 for accepting our revised paper without further suggestions. 

We have considered the suggestions made by Reviewer 2. We have made all these changes, apart from one. He suggests another figure i.e. Marlowe and Berbesque, 2009. He states that it would not be necessary and we agree. Please find our point-for-point responses below.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Re. Fig. S3, we opted to create a file labeled “Supplementary Material methods” as there is no designated place to put this information. Phenological phase synchronicity and the methods employed in creating this complicated figure had to be explained in detail and it would be much appreciated if the editorial staff could consider adding this information, apart from the legend, to Fig. S3. 

We look forward to having our paper accepted and published in your journal.

Kind regards,
Jan C. De Vynck 

Reviewer Comments

Reviewer 1 (Peter Henzi)

Basic reporting

I have read the revised version and, while I was generally happy with the initial submission, I consider this revision to be improved and ready for acceptance.

Experimental design

Fine (see initial review)

Validity of the findings

Fine (see initial review)

Comments for the author

Nil

Reviewer 2 (Anonymous)

Basic reporting

I do not find any supplemental figures or tables cited in the main article text, only one reference to see 'supplementary materials' at line 236/237. This would be helpful as the supplemental items are very informative for this paper.

All supplementary figures and tables are now referred to in the text (177 – 179 = Figs. S1 and S2; 184 - 185 = Table S1; 232 – 233 = Table S3 and S4; 240 – 242 = Table S2.1 to 2.8 and Fig. S3). 

Regarding Figure 2, if this is aggregated information into an average, then that should be stated somewhere in the figure or legend, “Average number of species”.
I still think this figure would be much better represented with a count of average number of available species per month within the USO and fruit category respectively, such that the x-axis is months of the year rather than number of months.

The legend has been improved. We specifically opted to disregard counts and weights of edible plant species as this paper does not consider biomass and the pure focus is on periodicity.

Regarding my comment that inspiration might be taken from the presentation of data in Marlowe and Berbesque 2009, the idea would be to make a frequency plot of the metric you do have, which is presence/absence. Not necessary of course, only a suggestion to help clarify and consolidate your data presentation.

The relativized stacked histograms of Marlow and Berbesque are visually appealing. However, these figures in M&B only contain 5 categories and so visualization is easy. In this study there are anywhere between 3 and 30 species. As the categories increase above, say about 8, visualizing individual categories (i.e. species) becomes very difficult. 

The phenodiagrams (Table S2 I believe) are still insufficiently described so as to allow a reader to understand all elements of the diagram. First, "phenological phase" (or phenophase) is not well defined in the main text (found on line 54, but undefined), and so its continued reference is somewhat unclear. Table S2 legend is therefore extremely unclear. It states that the phenophases (the colors) are shown on their own lines, but this is not true, since some lines show multiple colors, so I have to ask what do the rows mean? It is also not clear why there should be empty white boxes. Sometimes you have used black to indicate "no visibility" for one particular phenophase while others are visible, and then most of the time you have used a white box to indicate this. Please stay consistent and simple labels would help immensely.

Phenological phase definition added (158; “periodic life cycle events”). We have changed all references to the full ‘phenological phase’ and not phenophase. However, we do not feel that it is necessary to define ‘phenology’ nor a phase within phenology further as this is standard botanical nomenclature. 

As for Table S2, the colour coding definition has been improved:

The “Dry leaves”, “Green leaves” and “Flowering” phenophases are shown on their own lines. However, for the plant species with underground storage organs (USOs), black shading is used over all three lines per species to emphasize when carbohydrates are not indirectly visible (i.e. there are no aboveground indicators of USOs). For fruiting plant species (aboveground carbohydrate resources), black shading is used in the same line as “Ripe/edible fruit” to emphasize when the edible components of the plants are not available or directly visible (i.e. there are no aboveground carbohydrates such as fruit).

Therefore, if the “Dry leaves”, “Green leaves” or “Flowering” phenophases are not visible, then the remainder of these respective lines have to be left blank or white.

Experimental design

Regarding my initial and main critique of the descriptive aspect of the field methods, I am satisfied that the authors have adequately explained their methodology and this is clear and acceptable for interpreting the results. However, I do think it is a bit of an over assumption to say that if primary vegetation is invisible, then human foragers would be unable to find USOs. Therefore, I think one more brief statement is necessary. Something to the effect of “To the best of our knowledge at this time, above ground visibility of the primary plant foliage is the most reliable determinant that a human forager could positively identify and extract the underground resource” This would help couch these findings not just in terms of accuracy, but also to give you the opening to make revisions or additions to your findings and methods in the future should you continue in this vein of research, which it seems likely you will. Also, perhaps you should also make some specific mention about whether visibility included associated foliage (such as other trees or shrubs that might signal existence of the hidden USO bearing plant species), or only the primary producing plant foliage.

 A valid point. Thank you and we have included your suggested text (110 to 113).
Three of us are specialized in CFR botany and more so, ecology and the second statement is not possible. Plants bearing edible USOs show no association to other specific plants. Also, if the aboveground foliage has wilted and disappeared for the dormant phase of USOs, digging blindly around some potentially associated plant would be very unproductive and return rates would be low to nil. This would invariably be seen as a too low cost to benefit ratio for a forager and would never be an option.

Regarding the need for clarification on the clustering, fair point that multivariate data analysis is often intuitive, but both I and the other reviewer commented that there was too little description in the methods about how the clusters were derived, and so while this may have been an intuitive process, there must be justification or explanation of what drove that intuition. Furthermore, clustering can be validated to some degree of confidence by bootstrapping to obtain a value to support cluster inclusion/exclusion thresholds, obviating much of the subjectivity of the process.

We hope there was sufficient description in our resubmission. As this is reported in the supplementary as a descriptive exercise we feel that bootstrapping is unwarranted.  

Validity of the findings

The findings are valid and interesting and speculative statements were removed or amended.

Thanks. No further comment required.

Comments for the author

I look forward to reading the results of your future efforts in mapping the resource nutritional landscape of the Cape floristic region.

Thanks. No further comment required.
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