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Point 1. The manuscript addresses an interesting topic.
Author response 1. 
                Thank you very much for your kind interest in the topic. 
Point 2. The title is not reading well and it is rather long; the author could provide a more condensed one.
Author response 2.  
        Thank you for this important comment, the title is now shorted and improved in the revised manuscript.
Point 3. The abstract could be improved by adding more practical conclusions and the main findings. Also, the main aims of the current study should be added to the abstract.
Author response 3.
              We have improved by adding more practical conclusion and main finding as per your suggestion. The main aims of the current study also added to the abstract. Thanks again for your valuable suggestions.
Point 4. In line 23 the authors have mentioned “We found that the LF and GM applications contributed to….” The authors should avoid the use of personal pronouns within the body of the paper (e.g. "this paper investigates..." is correct; "I/we investigate..." is incorrect). Please revise the whole manuscript.
Author response 4.
            Thank you very much for you kind suggestion to us. We have revised the whole manuscript and have corrected the above personal pronouns within the body of the paper accordingly.

Point 5. The global novelty of this study is not highlighted in the Introduction section. Please add a paragraph and mention the global novelty and the main contributions of the current study.
Author response 5.
         Thanks for your comment. Done in the revised manuscript

Point 6. The main objectives of the current study are not highlighted clearly in the Introduction section; the authors should clearly outline the main objectives in one paragraph.
Author response 6.
                          DONE in the revised manuscript per your suggestions
Point 7. The current cited references are rather old. The authors should improve the Introduction section by adding recent literature reviews (i.e. 2016-2018).
Author response 7.
  Thank you very much for your valuable suggestion. DONE in the revised manuscript per your suggestions
Point 8. I suggest adding an instant map of the study site (Anxi county Fujian province) to improve the Material and methods section.
Author response 8.
              If we find an appropriate map we will add per your suggestion.
Point 9. The Methods section is rather long; the authors shouldn’t exhaustively describe detailed techniques. Too much detail only adds to the reader's confusion.
Author response 10.
Thanks for your comment. Done in the revised manuscript. Actually some reviewers suggested to explain in our other paper that why we explained our methods. However, according to your kind suggestion we will shorted the methodology.
Point 10. If data was drawn from soil and fresh leaves on May 2016; why it took so long to publish the results?
Author response 10.
                          Before sustainability we tried this paper to frontier in microbiology. They take very long time to review this paper. At the last stage they suggest us that microbiology journal is not suitable for this. So, you should submit this paper to multi-disciplinary journal. Secondly, in 2017 we were also very busy in our Ph.D. dissertation. That why it took very long time to publish the results.
Point 11. In the Results section Table captions are too long; the authors should either move the info to the table footnote or to the main text.
Author response 11.
Thanks for your comment. Done in the revised manuscript.
Point 12. Adding a few sub-headings might improve the overall structure of the Discussion section.
Author response 12.
                           Thanks for your comment. 

Point 13. In the Discussion section the author should separate the different topics into the same paragraphs. Currently, the same paragraph deals with various topics.
Author response 13.
                    Thanks for your comment. Done in the revised manuscript
Point 14. The Conclusion section is very short. The main implications of the current study are not highlighted; the author should add 1-2 paragraphs indicating the main implications of the study.
Author response 14.
                   Thanks for your comment. Done in the revised manuscript
Point 15. The authors should address future research directions. It could be done in one paragraph in the Conclusion section.
Author response 15.
                Thanks for your valuable suggestion. Done in the revised manuscript

Point 16. The authors should highlight how this study is going to be beneficial to the policy makers as well as indicating a few recommendations and suggestions.
Author response 16.  Thanks for your valuable suggestion. Done in the revised manuscript
Point 17. Some limitations of the research would be useful to any reader, so I recommend adding them to the Conclusion section too.
Author response 17.
Thanks for your valuable suggestion. Done in the revised manuscript
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