Comments and Suggestions for Authors
The authors have provided a revision of the manuscript taking in consideration my specific comments, and the present version of the manuscript was improved compared to the first submission. However, the main problem of this manuscript is that it is neither a review (please, see the guidelines that should be adopted for scoping reviews PRISMA; URL: http://prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews) nor a research articles (i.e. a study based on new experimental data validated by certified scientific methods). It seems rather a “Communication”, being it a mix of both these two types of scientific publications. For this reason, the final decision on the acceptance of this manuscript should be made by the Editor, on the basis of the rules of classification of the manuscripts in this journal.
Reply: Yes. I think the editors may help us put it into an appropriate type. Thanks for your possitive comment. It really gives us strength. 

In the text, there are still a number of specific corrections that should be done:
Line 18: … reason….
Reply: Yes. You are right. This time we have tried our best to modify the small spelling mistakes. Reason is corrected to reason in line 18. 
Line 85: … environment….
Reply: It is corrected to environment in line 85
Lines 85-86: The references (like Zhang et al. 2021) should not be included in the titles and subtitles of the manuscript, but in the body of the text.
Reply: The references is deleted from the titles or subtitles. Now we put the reference of Zhang et al. 2021 into the body of the text. Thanks for telling. 
Line 192: This title might be better as: “Effects of glacier collapse and melt on microbes”.
Reply: The title is changed to “Effects of glacier collapse and melt on microbes” according to your kindly reply. Thanks!
Line 196: … of frozen soil…
Reply: The soil is corrected in line 196.
Line 198: … abundant microbes…
Reply: It is corrected to “abundant microbes” in line 196. 
Lines 208-212: Please, add the relevant references to these sentences.
Reply: The reference (Zhang et al. 2021) is added to the sentences. 
Lines 213-236: In this section, the source of the data shown in the Figure 12 should be repeated. Please, add the relevant references.
[bookmark: _Hlk85519391]Reply: The reference (Zhang et al. 2021) is added in line 236.
[bookmark: _Hlk85519609]Lines 270: This also complicates …
Reply: The sentence is corrected to This also complicates community structure, function and interactions.
Lines 295-297: The format of this paragraph is not correct. The Acknowledgments should be separated by the Conclusions.
Reply: Yes. It is seperated now. 
Line 444-447: References 66 and 67 are repeated two times.
Reply: The repeated reference is deleted. You are so careful. Thank you!
References: In the body text, the references are not provided as sequential numbers, as required by the format of WATER, but as surname of the authors and year.
Reply: Yes. We still want to wait for the comments of the edditors about the reference format. 

We really learn a lot from you, dear Reviewer. Thanks again.
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