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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

Lines 80 and 85: is it a new method? If not you are
advised to indicate the authority.

Line 93: Name the method involved.

Lines 94 and 95: AAS was used following which method?
Line 97: Name the method.

Line 207: Results from related studies? Any similarity or
deviation?

Line 215: Possible reasons for the present findings?
Line 236: Is it likely that there was increased mobility of
some ions in soil too?

Lines 235 — 239: Similar studies?

All corrected portions of this manuscript have
been highlighted.

All the reviewer’'s comments have been
treated.

This method is my method on individual
simulated acid rain preparation. But spraying
was carried out according to the method of
Evans et al., 1981.

Muhammad et al., 2014 used individual and a
combination of acids.

Minor REVISION comments

Define abbreviations when used for the first time.
| s that the acceptable format for an abstract?

Before discussing about the importance of fibres, ash etc.

explain findings of the present study

Line 15: proximate minerals or proximate, minerals?
Line 18: leaf, ash

Line 22: 14.03 + 0.01 mg/100g.

Lines 69 — 70: Nitric and sulphuric acids ...

Line 134: A. Hybridus

Have been treated.

No, this is not the acceptable form of abstract
presentation. The gaps have been bridged
because abstract is presented in just a
paragraph.

15 proximate, minerals, vitamins and
antinutrients.
Thank you reviewers for being thorough.
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