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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
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Compulsory REVISION comments 1. In material and methods under experimental site,
the line...soil samples were collected in an
area.....should be...soil samples were collected
from an area....

2. In material and methods under the point 2.4, the
sentence.......or less than the standard deviation
three times the standard deviation....is not clear.
Make it clear.

3. In material and methods under the point 2.7, the
equations 1 and 2 are missing (not visible). Only
abbreviations are visible. Use standard format for
the equations so that these can be visible.

4. Author(s) should go through the guidelines of the
journal for writing the references.
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