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Line 52: OA can be released…... Don’t use abbreviation to start a sentence or paragraph. 
Line 83 -84: In order to test effects on yield eggplant was used as a signal crop and a fruit 
yield was measured to determine……… Rewrite this sentence like this: Eggplant was 
used as a model crop to test effects of OA applications compared to conventional fertilizer 
on eggplant yield. 
Line 100: Prior to treatment, soils were analyzed several parameters. Rewrite this sentence 
like this: Prior to treatment, soils were analyzed for several parameters 
Line 100 – 104: Supposed to be in Result and Discussion section not under materials and 
methods. 
Lots of mix-up in the materials and methods section. Rewrite this section, make it concise, 
coherence and understandable. 
In Results and Discussion section, authors did not support their findings with other related 
references from other researchers.  
This is not the way to write conclusion section. Conclusion is too lengthy. Make your 
conclusion concise and understandable.  
This manuscript needs thorough revision. 
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