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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. The article is worthy publishing but the author (s) need attention on the M&M 

section which is basis of the study, otherwise, if this section is not clear that is a 
miss.  

2. The soil parameters analysis need to be clear here and brief on the methods and I 
have not seen them in the discussion nor any Table.  

3. Some statements needs reference and some are too long which need splitting 
4. Sometime in the article the author tend to report as “treatment” What are these 

treatments can we name instead of hiding. 
5. Some reference are missing in text and in the reference section and it is indicated 

in the document 
6. Statistics section is where you explain on how the data was handled and if it was 

transformed not methods used for protein determination etc……..  
7. Was this (results in the table) subjective to ANOVA and any information on 

significance and it applies to the other tables to follow 
8. In the conclusion section ‘No need to qualify the results but report your conclusion 

remarks’ 
9. Some  statements are supposed to be in the R&D 
10. There are some insertion in the document which needs author (s) to scrutinize   
11. Make the R&D strong    
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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