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Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. What is the meaning of this ueful? 

2. References should be arranged alphabetically.  
 
 

Plagiarism issue: 
 

F] journalrepository.org 

[PDF] Evaluation of Different Indices of Sulfur Availability 

in Soils for Wheat  

Paper has been published in 2015. 

1. It is to mean ‘useful”, I think in line 49 & now improved.  
2. Previously, I publish some articles in the Science Domain International journal. There, the 

rules were not arranging the references in alphabetical order, so long as the references are 
numbered sequentially. So, in this manuscript, I maintained the references as numbered 
sequentially. But, if the review comment is compulsory, I tried to arrange them in 
alphabetical order & sent in separate pages for consideration. So, if agreed, it is simply a 
matter of copy & pasting. 

3. Also, the title of the manuscript is now improved. However, the journal article in the 
following link is also my own work, but the data are quite different. The information for both 
papers are drown from a large pull of data-set from my large project, & even represent 
different growth stages of the crop(s).   
 
http://www.journalrepository.org/media/journals/IJPSS_24/2015/Sep/Menna842015IJPSS20513.pdf 
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