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Optional/General comments 

 

This article is a REVIEW article, and was going to 
review the current taxonomy of Rhizobium.  But it is not 
an up-to-date article at all.  
Some examples of the mistakes: 
There are already more than fifty five species that are 
called Rhizobium, among which only less than half are 
mentioned in this manuscript (table 1).  
In total Table 1 is full of mistakes and old information.   
Figure 2 is in French. 
The manuscript really does not give any information 
about the current methods of taxonomy. For instance, in 
line 64: the 16S rDNA based phylogeny is mentioned as 
the main tool in the study of phylogeny.  
The authors did not write about using protein-coding 
genes in systematics study.  
There are also some vague sentences and paragraphs in 
the text, and they are all based on old data.  For example, 
what do lines 147-153  imply? How about the other 
species of Rhizobium, in which sub-branch they are 
positioned? 
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