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PART 1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment(if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 
The paper is interesting but it is very difficult to 
understand .The author’s report some things in 
methodology that are not in agreement with the 
results shown. 
Some data are used throughout the discussion but 
they are not described in the methodology, which 
not only confuse the reader as to allow not give 
credence to being related. Statistical deviations are 
not displayed and no such deviations a large part of 
the discussion is impaired, since some data may not 
have significant variation. 
 
Details comments in below- 

Some comments about the paper: 
 

Methodology to quantify the microbial population 
the authors cite:  “The total number of bacteria utilizing 

organic nitrogen was determined on meat infusion agar101 

(MIA), the total number of bacteria utilizing mineral 

nitrogen was determined on102 starch and ammonia agar 

(SAA)…” 
Where are presented these results? This information 
should be found in the results, following the 
description of the methodology used. However the 
results are shown in the tables of measurements of 
the total number of bacteria, spore forming bacteria 
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and actinomycetes. None of these methods have 
been described in methodology. 
 
Tables of the results quantify the total percentage of 
microorganisms and the percentages of some groups 
are presented. But in the discussion the authors 
present CFU values for the different groups. These 
values should be on the table for the reader's 
knowledge. 
I suggest separate tables: one with all these values 
were quantified in different seasons and depths, 
including the total number and another with the 
percentage of interest groups. 
I suggest more discussion of all columns and rows, 
comparing populations, the seasons and depths, 
highlighting differences and similarities. 
 
In Table1, Scheme II has two potato cultivars and 
two beans. Why are these measurements separated if 
the values are very similar? Quantification by plate 
count. 
I'd like tore member, however, that without showing 
statistical deviations of these measurements some 
differences are negligible when using the plate count 
methodology. 
 
The authors present a discussion from line248thatI 
do not consider relevant. This discussion attempts to 
justify the coefficient of mineralization of soil 
microbial activity as a function of bacteria that 
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utilizing mineral or organic nitrogen. The authors do 
not present the methodology to quantify the 
coefficient of mineralization, nor show results of 
quantification of bacteria that utilizing organic and 
mineral nitrogen. Sounless that information included 
in the body of the text, the discussion does not have 
reliability. 
The conclusions, from line268, for the same reason 
mentioned above, may not be included. 
 
I recommend that the authors to include the 
statistical deviations of the results obtained, 
modified  the tables with all the data, alter the 
methodology, including everything that was 
quantified and revise the discussion and conclusions 
based on what was done. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/Generalcomments 

 

  

  
Reviewer Details: 

 

Name: Anonymous 

Department, University & Country Brazil 

 
Note: Modification was done in this document ONLY to hide some comments, which are against the SDI peer review guidelines. 
 


