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PART1:ReviewComments 

 Reviewer’scomment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correctthemanuscriptand highlightthatpartinthe 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
writehis/her feedbackhere) 

CompulsoryREVISIONcomments 
 
1. Is themanuscriptimportantforscientificcommunity? 

(Pleasewritefewsentencesonthismanuscript) 
 
2. Isthetitle ofthe articlesuitable? 

(Ifnotplease suggestanalternativetitle) 
 
3. Is theabstractofthearticlecomprehensive? 

 
4. Aresubsectionsandstructureofthemanuscriptappropriate? 

 
5. Doyouthinkthemanuscriptisscientificallycorrect? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 

havesuggestionofadditionalreferences,pleasementionintherevie
wform. 

 
(Apartfromabovementioned6 points,reviewersare 
freetoprovideadditionalsuggestions/comments) 

 
1. The manuscript is important for the scientific community because soil 
analysisallows complete control of nutrients. The soil then meets the needs of humans and 
animalsbyproviding food,fuelandfodder. 
2. The title of the article is appropriate, as it concerns an assessment of the 
nutrientscontainedinthe topsoilofdifferentsitesovera thickness of 15to30 cm. 
3. In my opinion, the summary of the article is not complete. The authors concentrate 
onimproving 
macronutrientlevelsinthesoilforplanthealthandnutrition,withoutproposingmacronutrientdo
sages.Excess macronutrientscanharm soilandplants. 
4. In my opinion, the methodology of this work is based on very old 
bibliographicalreferences. For example, Bouyoucos (1927), Walkley and Black (1947), 
Olsen's et al. (1945),Toth and Prince (1949), Wilcox (1950), Johnson and Nishita (1952), 
KjeldahlSubbiah andAsija (1956), Jackson (1958), Lindsay & Novell (1978). Is there any 
more recent work on thissubject? Are there no standards for carrying out the tests 
described in this article? Why istherenoreference tostandardsinthispaper? 
5. The manuscript contains scientific gaps. The methodology must be based on the 
mostrecent standardsortechnicaldocumentsonthe subject. 
6. Thereferencesareveryold,seeanswerstoquestion4. 
Themethodologiesusedinthisdocument,basedonveryoldreferences,seemobsoleteinrelationtot
he evolutionofscience. 

 

MinorREVISIONcomments 
 
1.Is language/English quality of the article suitable for 

scholarlycommunications? 

Yes, the quality of the language and English of the article is appropriate for 
scientificcommunications. 

 

Optional/Generalcomments  
Cite the most recent normative and bibliographic references. The summary needs to be 
improvedas it is very skeletal and vague. Can you give an order of magnitude for the rate of 
fertiliserapplicationtoimprovesoils inorder toobtainagoodharvestineachofthesites studied? 

 

 
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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