Reviewer #2
[bookmark: OLE_LINK51]The article is interesting and could make an important contribution to the field, but unfortunately in its current form the manuscript lacks research depth, visible by a focus on the case study rather than the research issue, proved by poor introduction, discussions, and lack of conclusions. Thus, the manuscript requires a strong development of these sections. In general, the manuscript presents too many results, without a clear indication of their contribution to the advancement of the field. Moreover, the article lacks the international exposure required for publication in an international journal. Detailed comments are provided for each section of manuscript.
Response: We greatly appreciate the valuable advice provided by the reviewer. We have thoroughly revised the manuscript to take the reviewer's suggestions into account, and revised the introduction, discussion, and conclusion sections.
1. The research goals (lines 67-71) are rather modest and point more to the case study and not to a scientific issue, lacking research depth. This is in line with the very sketchy introduction, based on only 18 references. In its current form, the introduction fails to define a research framework and even lesser to identify the shortcomings (ambiguities, controversies, misconceptions or lacks) of previous studies, justifying the need for research, and emphasizing the novel and original elements of the current study. The introduction should be developed to identify a research issue; the authors should include studies on the micro-biota of other thermal springs beyond China, because China is not the only country in the world.
[bookmark: _Hlk100825642]Response: We have reorganized the manuscript, and emphasized the purpose and significance of this research, as well as the necessity of this work. 
2. Figure 1 shows the inability of authors to write up research. This is an article for an international journal, and not a report for the national authorities. The authors should present a map showing the location of the study area in an international context, making visible the neighboring countries with their names, so that a Brazilian researcher could understand it too. China is not the only country in the world!
Response: Figure 1 has been updated as request.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk126480931][bookmark: _Hlk126480921][bookmark: OLE_LINK21]The most important section of a research article, the Discussions, is missing. What the authors call "Discussions" is only a repetition of the main results. The section is meant to emphasize the importance of research, justifying its publication. Normally, this section includes include (A) the significance of results - what do they say, in scientific terms; (B) the inner validation of results, against the study goals or hypotheses; (C) the external validation of results, against those of similar studies from other countries, identified in the literature; (D) the importance of results, meaning their contribution (conceptual or methodological) to the theoretical advancement of the field; (E) a summary of the study limitations and directions for overcoming them in the future research. The "Discussions" should be rewritten entirely.
Response: The discussion section has been rewritten.
4. [bookmark: OLE_LINK52]Conclusions are not sufficiently broad in scope, and lack research depth, pertaining only to the case study and being in fact just a summary of the main findings. Conclusions are meant to deliver a scientific message, far away beyond the case study, to the entire scientific community, making a clear contribution to the theoretical (conceptual or methodological) development of the field. Conclusions must be developed beyond the case study.
Response: The Conclusion section has been rewritten. 
5. The abstract looks like a shopping list, focusing on the case study only, and not on the broader implications of research and only on what has been done, without the slightest indication on why it has been done, and what knowledge gap is actually being filled in. The abstract is supposed to deliver ideas, and not state the research steps in brief and provide useless figures instead of their significance. It needs to be rewritten entirely, and shift the focus from the case study to the research issue investigated in the study.
Response: We have revised to the abstract as the request of the reviewer. 
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