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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. Grammatical errors must be corrected. Some of them are highlighted in 

yellow font. 
 

2. In 2.4.1 Physico-chemical Parameters Analysis of the Soil Samples, the 
methods of analysis of the soil sample were not clearly stated. Each of the 
methods should be sectionalized and the author should clearly state how it 
was carried out. 
 

3. In tables 2 and 3, the superscripts a,b,c….d does not make meaning to any 
reader. The meaning of the superscript should be stated and the comparism 
among samples clearly expantiated below each table 

 

1. All the grammatical errors have been checked and corrected. 
 

2. The method used for determining each physicochemical parameter 
understudied in this article is clearly explained and reference in 
section 2.4.1. PLEASE CHECK THE MANUSCRIPT FOR YOUR 
VERIFICATION 
 

3. Interpretation of the superscript a, b,c….d is clearly stated in the 
legend under each table as superscript showing significant 
differences. PLEASE CHECK THE CORRECTED MANUSCRIPT 
FOR YOUR VERIFICATION. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 


