
Referee#2 
 
Nice study overall, and a valuable contribution. 
Some edits suggested for clarification. 
 
We would like to thank referee #2 for her/his thoughtful comments, and are grateful for the effort placed 
into reviewing in great detail the content and wording of our manuscript. We are pleased that she/he 
found out study nice and valuable and will address his/her comments and edits in detail below. 
 
A concern, which can be addressed, is over use of the term "preference" indicating observation of higher 
density of colonization on some substrates, being over interpreted to prove preferences for specific 
cations or anions. 
There are many variable factors in a natural environment. First looking at distribution in a quantified 
manner allows hypotheses for testing to illustrate actual "preference" 
 
In hindsight, we agree that this term definition involves already a level of interpretation that is not 
adequate or useful to describe the results, we will therefore reserve that term for the discussion part. 

	
	

	
	

Line 21: Here we meant “dominant” compared to  
 
Line 27: We will do so in the revised version of the manuscript. 
 
Line 44: “the cementation of loosely bound carbonate grains in coastal stromatolites” We would like to 
thank referee #2 for pointing out these details, we agree that the use of the term “cementation” implying 
the trapping of the grains by an external matrix does not describe accurately the process at play. We will 
rephrase this sentence as follow in the revised manuscript: “the formation of lithified laminae of welded 
carbonate grains in coastal stromatolites” 
 



Line 48: ok 
 
Line 73: We will add “To date”  
 
Line 77: Good suggestion. We will replace “alternative” by “more comprehensive” 
 
Line 79-82 We agree to these edits. 
 

 
 

We are pleased that referee #2 found some sections well placed, well written or even compelling enough 
to be mentioned. 
 
Line 90: We will reword this sentence as follow: ““However, no high throughput sequencing studies are 
available on the globally significant intertidal endolithic communities.”.” 
 
Line 100-101-106: We agree to these edits. 
 
Line 112-114: We would like to keep these two sentences as they are because we think that it is important 
to state very directly the originality of the present study in the framework of the existing literature 
especially for a non-specialist audience. 

 



 
 

Line 135: To ensure or at least minimize contamination in the field, the hammer was thoroughly washed 
with surrounding sea water at each sampling point. The surfaces of all samples were then thoroughly 
brushed with sterile implements in the laboratory to eliminate all surface epiliths (and contaminants). 
 
Line 137: Each sample was broken down to three pieces that were stored differently depending on 
downstream planned analyses. For each sampling location the samples used for mineralogical and 
biological analyses constitute biological replicates, we will clarify this point in the revised manuscript. 
 
Air drying and alcohol preservation were both done in the field. Samples were transported in the dark at 
room temperature for 5 days before  
 
Sea water samples were collected in sampling site K (west coast). Seawater was collected in a sterile 
polypropylene bottle, filtered on site on 0.22 µm sterile filter and stored at 4°C in the dark. After 5 days 
of transit at room temperature in the dark it was stored back at 4°C in the dark for an additional week 
before being processed. 
 
Line 149-158-161-176 We will perform these changes 
 
Line 182 There is one barcode per sample. 
 
Line 184 -188 Of course we will correct this two, thank you. 



 
 

Line 189 We removed a lot of rare OTUs, as mentioned in the text we analyzed only 11% of the total 
number of OTUs that were originally generated. However, the 89% OTUs that we removed accounted for 
less than 10% of the total sequences altogether (this information is line 193) . 
 
Line 207-212-222 We will perform these changes 
 
Line 254-256 We will reword this section as follow	“Isla de Mona was never continuously inhabited. The 
island was mostly used as a guard post for the Mona Passage throughout the 20th century, and declared 
a Nature Preserve in 1993 (National Parks Register, USA ).” 
 
Line 294-296 We will perform these changes 

 
 



 
 

Line 307-320 Thanks 
 
Line 349 We will delete “does” 
 
Line 356 As far as we know P. terebrans has always been described as an important player of endolithic 
communities so we will keep the wording. 
We will rephrase the next sentence using “accounting for” 
 
Despite our efforts we could never isolate Plectonema terebrans. We don’t know of any other groups 
trying to do so at the moment, there are no isolate available. 
 
Line 404-422 We will perform these changes 

 



 

 
 

We agree with referee #2 that we overused the word “preference” and we will carefully review the whole 
manuscript with that in mind, replacing the term by more accurate descriptive terms such as “rate of 
occurrence”  or ‘relative representation” each time that we can. 
 
Following referee#2 advice, here is sentence we would like to add to the discussion to suggest alternative 
boring mechanisms: 
 
“These contrasted findings highlight that there must be factors other than the cationic part of the mineral 
determining the excavation ability of a particular strain and that the boring mechanism proposed for M. 
testarum strain BC008 might be only incompletely described. Other mechanisms have been suggested to 



explain boring mechanisms which have been invalidated for the model organism M. testarum strain but 
may prove themselves valuable for other taxa. The dissolution of carbonate mineral by acid excretion was 
proposed by (Haigler, 1969) and (Golubic et al., 1984). This mechanism could involve spatial or temporal 
separation of photosynthesis vs. respiration by cyanobacteria or acid production as a byproduct of other 
heterotrophic bacteria activity (Garcia-Pichel, 2006). These hypotheses will need to be re-evaluated for 
other euendolith as well as in natural communities.” 
 
Regarding the question as to “why” some groups of organisms do bore we will now refer to (Cockell and 
Herrera, 2008) who reviewed the question nicely.  
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