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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 In abstract - Conama. Were collected (pls grammar check)
Intro- should express the long term of MT (for the first expression)

Figure 1, Table 1, 2 & 3 should be in the section of results and discussion.

Ajusted.

These data are in material and methods because they have been used as tools to
obtain the data analyzed statistically.

These data of Fig. 1 tables 1, 2 and 3 are data on the conditions of the area, soil and
amounts of biofertilizers to be applied, however, they were presented as support for
understanding the previous state of research, so they were not discussed because
they were not analyzed statistically, however | suggest leaving them in the material
and methods as understanding tools and not specifically as main data of the results
analyzed by the statistic.

cmolc and cmolc ??? (same or not ??). Ajusted.
Mg?* or Mg*? 22?
Minor REVISION comments
Optional/General comments All references should follow the reference style of Journal. Right.
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Reviewer’'s comment

IAuthor’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)

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

No there is.
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All the suggestions were adhered to and the whole reference was
reviewed with care.

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
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