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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s response
Compulsory REVISION comments Although the purpose of the researchis extremely interesting, writing is extremely

confusing.
Necessary incorporation of literature has been done.

Title: Does not match the abstract or the purpose presented at the end of the
introduction.

Minor change in title is done and some changes in abstract are also done.

Introduction: Very needy, requiring more literature review. It says very little about
sulphur and boron (actually it says the basics) and says nothing about culture. It
also does not report the relation of this culture to the fertility of the soil nor its
relation with the sulfur and the boron.

Boron and sulphur related literature is incorporated in introduction part.

Material and methods:
Little detailed, making it very difficult to understand.

Some necessary modification is done

Results and discussion:
The results and discussion were presented very poorly. There was virtually no
discussion of the results. The work is poor both in results and discussion. It needs
extensive literature review with the aim of improving and greatly the article.

Some new necessary review and literature are added in results and
discussion part to strengthen this section.

Conclusion:  Very poor. Conclusion is modified

Minor REVISION comments It needs more discussion of the results, besides improving the literature review. Incorporated as per the directions

Optional/Generalcomments The idea of the article is very interesting, but unfortunately, lacked a more detailed writing,
including addressing the importance of the work.

Detailed discussion is incorporated.


