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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 In the Abstract section correct the following positions:
Aim: was to obtain – NOT was to obtained
Study design: Remove the beginning of the sentence:“Soil samples were collected and” and start with“Different protocols…were tested (not test!) andmodified…”
Conclusions - pay an attention on the last sentence, itshould be “with” not whith
Line 57 – in the context of the soil layer “30-60” it will bebetter to use the word “subsurface” instead of deep…
Line 72 – describe how the colony was counted? Withuse of an automatic colony counter? Or just by yourself?
Line 124 – give more details about DNA concentrationmeasurement, like wavelength, type of UV-spectrophotometer, proportion of DNA and sterile waterused for measurement.Please also add more discussion to the T-RFLP analysis inthe Result and Discussion section.  Are your resultscomparable with other studies? It means, ismentioned byyou microbial phyla are generally common in similarsoils, rich in humic substances?

Corrected.

Deleted and corrected.

Corrected.

Changed.

Changed as “were counted manually”

More information was added.

Little more discussion was added as suggested.

Minor REVISION comments INTRODUCTION
Line 22 – it will be better “still remain unrecognized”
Line 24 – it will be better “through which”
Line 29 – it will be better to write [5-11]
Line 32 – please write [15-17]

Modified.Modified.Modified.Modified.
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Line 34 – it will be better to write “this kind of material”in order to avoid the repetition of “environmentalsamples”
Line 36, 129 – remove “(“
Line 47 – replace “in” by “about this soil”MATERIALS AND METHODS
Line 79 – write [7-11, 23, 24]RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Line 148 – it will be better “are presented”
Line 151 – remove “in the chinampa soils”
Line 187 – please write [30-32]
Line 200 and next – Firmicutes, Actinobacteria,
Proteobacteria – should be written in italic style

Modified.
Removed.Replaced.
Not modified because 8 and 10 were notincluded.Modified.Removed.Modified.Italic letters were used for the names of Phyla.

Optional/General comments The subject of the paper is very interesting andimportant. What is more the paper will be helpful formany other researchers, having problems withcontaminants, i.e.  humic substances in the soil samples,resulting in difficulties with PCR reaction after DNAextraction procedure. I strongly recommend it topublication in BMRJ.  However, minor revision is neededbefore publication.


