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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 
 

 
The novelty of the article is general, the manuscript was not well written, especially the 
introduction and result and discussion section, this paper needs careful and through 
revision. I suggest the author omit lots of paragraphs from the manuscript so that it looks 
integrated and structured. 
 

1. The introduction was not well written. It was full of much improper sentences and 
words. Like –“which is why phosphate”, “to the need to” etc. The introduction 
section must be rewritten. 

2. The result and discussion section was poorly written and was not clear enough; 
more specific interpretation must be given. 

3. Sub-heading should be given in material method section which will increase the 
efficiency of the section   

4. Re-write the conclusion without using paragraph. The first sentence of conclusion 
is baseless “which type of influence you are talking about”.  

 
The English needs a lot of improvement. The manuscript is generally understandable, but 
the English is not standard in many places. Let the work be checked by native English 
speaker as there are several language errors in the manuscript. 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The author should always italicized the  P according to authors guideline (P = .05) 
2. Use “parameters” instead of “variables”.  
3. Table. 5 “%” sign is missing under field capacity heading. 
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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 here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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