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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if
agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript
and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors
should write his/her
feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

All the sections of this manuscript need to be amended. The author needs to
critically confirm every outlined result as major discrepancies were observed in
the report. This affected other sections of the manuscript including conclusion
and abstract which depended on the proper interpretation of the results
obtained.

All the sections in this manuscript need to baaaity revised. The
interpreted results were not correlating to figuraghe tables
outlined. Check properly and ensure these discepaiare resolved
so that sections that depended upon the outconme oésults will be
resolved as well.

All sections of the
manuscript has been
critically revised as
guided by the reviewer.

Minor REVISION comments

ABSTRACT
Line 6

The opening paragraph should

The aim of the study has
been included in the
abstract and the abstract
is now a one paragraph
summary of the whole
manuscript.

The correction on line 21
has been done and one of
the sentences in line 21-
23 i.e.sentence 2 and 3
has been discarded.
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reveal the aim of the study. Line 7
Line 26

This is part of the methodology (Materials and Mekh section)
and should not form art of the next paragraph.

Line 9

| am not comfortable with a 3-paragraph abstraopset! in this
manuscript, as abstract, which is the summaryretaarch,
should be contained in a paragraph.

INTRODUCTION
Line 21: Rephrase “One of the plant nutrients
...these soils is phosphorus. To read

“Inherent poor fertility in these soils has beefmilatited to short
supply of phosphorus.”

Line 21-23

Sentence 2 & 3 reads the same meaning. One of
them should be discarded. Line 26

Should read

...soil makes phosphate, the form by which plants tgk P, to be
either in the solution...

The correction has been
done.

Line 28

High fixation has been
observed to be one of the
causes of low availability
of P (Warren, 1992).

Reference on the effect of
fertilization on P
fractions in South
Western Nigeria soils has
been included (Kolawole
etal., 2004).

Materials and Methods
Line 42

The correction has been
done.

Line 45

The coordinates of the
sites were taken using a
Geographical Positioning
System (GPS)

The reference for the soil
series classification has
been included (Smyth
and Montgomery, 1962).

RESULTS
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Line 28

Your opinion of the low availability of P due tcos¥
diffusion and high fixation is conflicting.

The low availability of phosphorus is due to itavlsolubility,
conversion to less reactive forms and low diffusion

References need to be provided for some of thareses on the
effect of fertilization on P

fractions in southwestern Nigeria soils.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

Line 42

Should read

“...were collected from two farmland located...”
Line 45 (Table 1)

Was the site geo-reference point (Latitude & Lomgg) determined
from literature or with a device?

Is there reference for the soil series classiforei

You can check Smyth and Montgomery (1962) for seiles
classification for Southwestern

Line 99
The correction has been
done in accordance with
the results presented in
table 4.

Line 100
The correction has been
done.

Line 103, 105-106

The correction has been
done in accordance with
the results presented in
the tables.

Line 115

The word Largest has
been changed to highest
and as a result of to
resulted from.

Line 121

Discussion on the results
in section 3.4 has been
corrected.

Line 123-124
The correction has been
done.

Line 134
The sentence has been
reframed.
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Nigeria.

RESULTS
Line 99

The assertion that sole application of SSP cortetbmore total P
than poultry manure was incorrect as the sole egiptin of PM at 5

t ha' had higher total P than sole application of
15 Kg P hd SSP. Also, total P in the soil of the sole 10t RM was

higher than sole SSP at
30

and

45 Kg

P ha'

(Table

4).

Line

100

Rephrase the sentence to read

“The combined application of the treatments of 2@t poultry

Line 135 and 137
The correction has been
done.

Line 140 - 146
The sentence has been
reframed.

Line 147

The sentence has been
reframed to state the
specific phosphorus
fractions that increased
as a result of the
treatments applied.

Line 150-151, 151-152
The correction has been
done.

Line 155- 157
Effectiveness of poultry
manure (an organic
manure) was mentioned
to further reaffirm earlier
observation ( Jones et al,,
2003).

Conclusion
The conclusion has been
re-written.

References
The corrections have
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manure and 30 Kg P fia
SSP had the highest total P.”

Line 103

The assertion that was incorrect as the sole agijait of PM at both
5 and 10 t harates had lower organic P than any of the sole &SP
15, 45 and 60 Kg harates (Table 4).

Line 105-106

The highest Po (organic phosphorus) was in the cwedlireatment
of PM at 10 t h&and

SSP at 30 Kg ha This was contrary to the 15 t hmentioned by the
author.

The least concentration occluded P was in the coathireatment of
10 t ha"and 60 kg h&
SSP.

This should have been reported rather than thegndisant
difference between sole PM of

15 t ha' and 20 t hatreatments
reported by the author. Line

115

Change “largest” to highest. Change “as a resuitoofresulted
from”.

been done and additional
references added as
suggested by another
reviewer.

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved byECG Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

Line 121

Results in Section 3.3 should be re-written betmmparing with
Section 3.4.

For instance, total P fraction in the sole SSF5dtdLha" in the

second greenhouse study (361.33 mg) kgas higher than that in the

first greenhouse study (360.14 mg*gThe same applies to the sol
15 t ha' PM treatment as well as the combined treatmen0aft’
PM and 45 kg hASSP where the second greenhouse studies had
higher P concentration than the first.

Line 123-124

The assertion that Po (organic P) increased sjigtith the sole

application of PM was incorrect as sole PM at hé'tand 15 t h
treatments in Table 5 had lower Po content thafiitsiegreenhouse
study in Table 4.

Line 134

There was no general trend in the variation ofttha P
fraction for sole SSP and its combinations, cogttarreport
by the author.

Line 135

Indicate whether the SSP treatment referred

W
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to was sole or combined. Line 136
What was the yardstick for this
comparison of organic P? Line
137

The effectiveness of sole PM in increasing Po @&P is not
acceptable because Table 6 reflected that soleaS8%, 30 and 45

kg ha' improved P fraction than sole PM at 5 and 10t ha
Line 140

There was no yardstick for the comparison of rediéu The use of
“however” was

unjustifiable.
Line 145

Avoid starting sentences with the adverb “whentdh be
avoided as the sentence can be written as

“Sole application of poultry manure accounted farentotal P than
sole SSP treatments.”

Line 146

Remove “however” from the sentence and start withe*highest
extractable total ...45 kg P

hat of SSP.”
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Line 147

The assertion by the author that organic P incceas&able 7 as
compared with the first greenhouse study in Tab\&aé
incorrect. The increase was not general, as sdket@atments
were lower than in the first greenhouse study.

Line 150-151
The statement should read

“The combined application of 10 t ha..also had the highest organi
P fraction.”

Line 151-152

Contrary to the author’s report, there were ineeasoth Al-P and
Ca-P when compared to the first greenhouse stuath tBe sole SSP
and sole PM were effective in increasing soil

Fe-P as P fractions from the second greenhousg stud

greatly surpassed the first. Line 155-157

| still could not understand the basis for this pamson of
occluded P reduction caused by PM, as all sole pplications
recorded higher P fractions over the first greeskeatudy. Avoid
the use of “slightly”, as probability values indieasignificant or no
significant differences.
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CONCLUSION

The conclusion will only be acceptable after progarection of
the results. This is necessary as some asset®fapplication of
poultry manure alone effectively increased org&hin Temidire
series ...” need to be properly checked.

REFERENCES

Line 185
Add a space between the

period (.) and 2004.
Line 198

Add a space between
the period (.) and SAS.
Line 201

Add a space

between the period

(.) 2012. Line 208

Add a space between the
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period (.) and 2004.

Line 210

Add a space between the period (.) and 2004
Line 213

Add a space between the period (.) and 2004
Line 216

Add a space between the period (.) and 2005.

Optional /General comments

The author can seek the assistance of experts in English Language to help with
syntax and grammatical errors.
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