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Editorial comments:
Changes to be made by the Author(s):
1. Please take this opportunity to thoroughly proofread the manuscript to ensure that there are no spelling or grammar issues.
* Done

2. The Protocol should be made up almost entirely of discrete steps without large paragraphs of text between sections. Please simplify the Protocol so that individual steps contain only 2-3 actions per step and a maximum of 4 sentences per step.
* The protocol was broken up into smaller steps where possible, and large paragraphs split or removed.

3. Please note that your protocol will be used to generate the script for the video and must contain everything that you would like shown in the video. Please add more details to your protocol steps. Please ensure you answer the “how” question, i.e., how is the step performed? Alternatively, add references to published material specifying how to perform the protocol action. Please add more specific details (e.g. button clicks for software actions, numerical values for settings, etc) to your protocol steps. There should be enough detail in each step to supplement the actions seen in the video so that viewers can easily replicate the protocol.
* More detail was added, and the explanatory paragraphs moved to the discussion. I can’t think of more detailed steps that would be logical to add.

4. 1.1: Please add some details (as you have in the Representative Results and Figure legends) to have a specific detailed protocol that can be filmed. Information on the depth for soil collection can be moved to 1.1.
* How to collect the soil sample is not important to the method. , but wWe made collecting and drying the soil sample the first step in 1.1, followed by sieving and suggested sieve sizes.

5. Does temperature have any effects on the outcome of this separation technique?
* We did not test the effect of lab temperature, but I added that temperature effects would not be expected.

6. Please add dimensions to the scale bars in the figures and also mention these in the legends.
* Kate? The scale bars have been standardized by length on all panels and the sizes are included in each panel.  Since the dimensions now differ between panels and are noted on the images, we have omitted the size in the figure legend.


7. Please sort the Materials Table alphabetically by the name of the material.
* Done.

____________________________________
Reviewers' comments:
Reviewer #1: 
1) In the introduction section, although the authors point out that methods such as flotation have some obvious defects, the reason for choosing electrostatic attraction as a better way is inadequate.
*A paragraph was added to the end of the Introduction to outline the advantages, and another added to the conclusion..

2) Research method in the "Protocol" section should be described in more detailed, e.g. what was the size of the glass or polystyrene petri dish? Some basic physical and physical properties of the soil should be given. Ambient conditions and repeat times were considered and the results are presented in Table 3 and 4, while this is not mentioned in the "Protocol" section. In addition, descriptions of winnow/forceps and flotation methods and the analysis method for C, S and N, and should be introduced in this section.
[bookmark: _GoBack]*The e size of a typical petrie dish size was added to the protocol. The soil types used for examples are given in Table 1, and more details on minerology etc. are available on-line in soil surveys. The information in Table 3 is added to provide data to give an idea of typical results and how varying conditions and changing the protocol might affect results. These comparative procedures are, but they  are not part of the recommended standard proceduresrecommended method of the study, therefore we feel they should not be included in the protocol section (but will upon editor request).. I don’t believe the editor want comparison methods described in the protocol section.

3) The data of the proportion of total mass and C seems not precise enough.
* These have a resolution of 1%, which is close to the average standard error of the mean. Fortunately, in this dataset they give adequate separation between the soils and treatments, and between mass and C.

4) Why the C concentration of the removed soil in the flotation treatment was extremely high (141.28 g/kg)?
* Flotation is good at not including mineral particles, so it has a high C content. It does not necessarily remove all the POM, as shown in many studies. It did well in this case.

5) From table 3, flotation was more effective than other treatment in removing POM, and the difference between the result of flotation and other method is relatively obvious. Discussion on which method is more reasonable should be given.
* I hope that the addition to the end of the introduction spelling out advantages of the electrostatic method will help address this. Some of the undesirable features of the flotation method are addressed in the second paragraph of the Introduction.


Reviewer #2: 
Minor Concerns:
The authors have presented a practical solution to a complex separations problem, i.e., removing particulate organic matter from soil using an electrostatic method. With minor corrections, this article is acceptable for publication in JoVE.

Line 166; line 170; Line 215; Table 3: Be specific if you are referring to "polystyrene" foam throughout the document.
* I have checked to make sure I used “polystyrene foam” everywhere it is used alone, but shortened to “glass/foarm” in closely following references.

The technique would be more robust if a wider variety of soils and a wider variety of humidities had been tested, but the authors have been forthcoming about these limitations.

Is the information regarding "Collection depth" (page 12 of the *.pdf file) also a part of Table 1? Confusing. Oh, it must be part of the same table. The authors should have used a landscape orientation. Also, the data given for "Precip. (mm)" does not have a specified time period. Per hour? Per day? Per week? How does the precipitation relate to the time the sample was collected?
*Clarified to “mean annual precipitation”

The authors should review and clarify their tables. For example, in Table 2, units are not given for mass. The "Proportion of total" heading spans two columns…but is not centered…is that meant to be? What do the numbers in parentheses represent…if that is supposed to be standard deviation, it should be defined at least in a footnote. Okay, I finally found the answer to this question in the Table legend. The "C" and "N" are reported in mass units…was "C:N" calculated as the ratio of molar units?
* C and N are in mass (g), and C:N is a mass ratio. This is typical for soil science.

Lines 217-219: The explanation about the Tukey test is appropriate here, but it should also be added to Table 3 as a footnote. A table should be able to stand on its own.
* The editor can correct me, but I would assume that the table legends will be attached to the tables in the final printing.

The style of the Tables will be up to the journal editor. However, I do prefer a (a) short title for each table, for example just the portion the authors denoted in bold print, (b) including the particulars as footnotes to the table, and (c) moving the discussion from the Table legends into the body of the text.
* I agree, but I was not sure what the journal would allow in the Excel version of the table.

I thought it was strange to insert the "Figure and Table Legends" between "Representative Results" and "Discussion."
* I thought it was what was called for in the instruction to authorsThis is the JOVE template.

