1e Journal of Young Investigators

. Celebrating 10 Years of Undergraduate, Peer-Reviewed Science Publishing

b
Bi=r

JYI| iconscious o

wS3dzA | GA2YyaX

Puin ] ralayiapn = Suyrea

Ethical Issues:
Animal Subjects:
_%_ There were no animal subjects in this study.

___The animal subjects in this study were caredfor appropriately, following
the Guiding Principles in the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals.

___ This study may have violated one or more of the guidelinesin the
Guiding Principles in the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals.

Explanation of Concerns:

Human Subjects:
_¥_There were no hurnan subjects in this study.

___ The human subjects in this research were treated in accordance with the
Declaration of Helsinki.

___ This study may have violated one or more of the guidelinesin the
Declaration of Helsinki.

Explanation of Concerns:

Intellectual Property Rights:

___ This manuscript, its figures, and its data, appear to be the property of
the author. The author has given credit when discussingthe ideas of others.

_%_There may be intellectual property rights issues (e.g., plagiarism or use
ofidea s/images without attribution).

Explanation of Concerns:
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___Not Balanced (Unequal Treatment of Ideas)
_X_ Not Focused / Superfluous Content

_X_ Inadequate Content

Recommendations & Comments:
At first glance, this would appear to be a well-written Abstract. The author clearly
understands the purpose of an Abstract, has followed the expected structure of
"Problem - Purpose- Method - Results - Conclusions” and the writing flows smoothly.
However, the content of the Abstract does NOT fit the content of the manuscript! The
“Problem” and "“Purpose” sections of the Abstract are suitable, but the Methods,
Results and Conclusions need to be rewritten.

“Methods”: The author has written:

“Visible marker dye of varying molecular weights was injected at various flow rates (0.5-5ul’'min) under
observationto gather quantitative data regarding the distribution oftherapeuticsin the brain following
CED."

However, the author only tested CED at two flow rates, 0.5uL/min (in Fig. 6) and
1.0pL/min (in Figs. 7 and 8)! Where does the 5 pL/min come from? The author
mentions using dyes of varying molecular weight, but neglects to mention studying
different capnula sizes as well, which was another major part of this study.

Results: Following a brief description of the methods of the experiment, the author
should include one or two sentences to describe the major results of his/her own
study! In this Abstract, the author claims that: “Results dictated that athigh flow rates, greater
than 5.0 ul/min, damage occurred in the gel region surrounding the gannula tip.” Where does this
come from? The author has NO data to back this claim. This study did not even
examine flow rates as high 35 5.0 pL/min! Authors cannot claim results taken from
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ABSTRACT]

Invasive Asian earthworms (Admynthas hilgendorfi and A. agrestis) have transformed forest
ecosystems along the eastem seaboard of the United States by decimating the forest leaf litter
layer, shifting nutrient cycles, and altering belowground fine root distributions and microbial
dynamics. Effective earthworm management treatments are needed to restore the forest floor
habitat for successful regeneration to occur because growth and establishment of deciduous tree
seedlings is directly dependent on the abundance and activity of fungi in the soil. Soil microflora
were analyzed over a 21 month period at Schuylkill Center for Environmental Education,
Philadelphia, PA for a control and two effective earthworm control treatments: sulfur pellets
(180 g m'2) alone or sulfur with oak leaf litter amendments (10 cm depth). Pre and post levels of
fifteen replicates of each treatment and a control were analyzed for bacterial, fungal, yeast,
enteric group, coliform and non-coliform levels as well as total, active and ratio of fungal to
bacterial biomass. When invasive earthworm biomass was suppressed in the two sulfur

treatments, the total fungal abundance increased and the ratio of active fungal: bacterial biomass

Comment [SF1]: The abstract should
follow the formula: Problem - Why We
Care - Purpose of the Study - Method
Overview - Major Results - Major
Conclusions. This abstract does this
roughly, but is missing the sections, "Why
We Care,” "Purpose of the Study,” and
“Major Conclusions,” which are very
important.

The sentence, which begins with
“Effective earthworm management
treatments,” is out of place. It assumes a
direct relationship between earthworm
management and abundance and activity
of fungi. Yet, isnt that precisely what this
study aims to prove? This sentence is
more of a conclusion derived from the
study’s results, not a factual claim that
initially motivated the study. It should be
struck and replaced with a sentence
telling the reader how the study was
motivated and why the reader should
care. The author should make sure to
state why fungi are important to the
forest ecosystem.

Then, following this mini-introduction
about the problem and motivation for the
study, the author should bluntly tell the
reader what the purpose of this study is.
He may even use the sentence structure,
“The purpose of this study is to _.”

The summary of methods and results is
good, although some sentences could be
altered for clanty.
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