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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

• Improvement on the citations – some time 
the citations are missing and some are too 
old.  E.g. row 58-60 

• Statement of objective not clear in the 
introduction 

• Data collection methodology not well put. 
Which and how many plants were sampled 

• All graphs needs a lot of improvement. 
• Tables positioning need to be improved 

(152) 
• There is no discussion of the results 

 
 

• The  missing citations have been 
included in the reference section. 

 
• The statemet of objectives is stated in 

the introduction line 95 
 

• Line 133 captures the data collection 
methodology. 
 

• Positioning of the table on soil and 
physical properties of the pre 
experimental soil is well placed after 
discussion of the my findings   
 

• The result of each parameter and its 
discussion were made together.  

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

 
Consistency in treatment naming  lacking  e.g. row 219 
 

It has been corrected 

Optional /General  comments   
 


