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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
1. Experimental replication should be stated clearly in the  Method. 
2. The result and discussion (3.1 and 3.2) should be rewritten for clarity and 

easily be understood. A lot of sentences in the results and discussion are 
unclear what the author wish to explain. 

3. The author just discussed N-NO3 at the depth of 0-15 as indicated in Result 
and Discussion. Other result at soil depth of 15-30cm and 30-45cm was not 
found in the manuscript. The result should be presented, otherwise, omit it 
from Materials and Methods. 

 

1. Simple experimental design as was done in the field has been given to aid 
clarity. 

2. The authors are of the opinion that the results and discussions 
presented in the manuscript are clear. 
3. The depths 15-30 cm and 30-45 cm have been omitted from 
materials and methods as these depths were not considered in 
this study. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Table 2 should mention the depth of soil collected. 

 

The soil depth under study was 0-15 cm. 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. The author presents a good experimental data; unfortunately, some part of the 
Result and Discussion need rewritten for clarity. 

 

 
Thanks for the comment. Having omitted the depths 15-30 and 30-45 cms, 
the authors find the results and discussion to be ok. 

 
 
 

 

 


