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PART 2: 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 Aooree onakd of 30'\"" <
1. Provide actual nutrient content for manure use M& O e o % BINGL
2. Given the pH, the sites were different. The authors [UXURINVE v ‘\'\N‘(U—N}\Q(GQ ot
should discuss site effects N L=

3. Authors should give basis for 6000 litres of water per | o2 G0 bhows Lo € dHdsey-
ha. The soils and may have been over watered. <———— M\) i
4. No concreté conclusion given C&V\drw:nrv-o @Mfk

Minor REVISION comments

1. Provide layout (expt.)

2. Correctanomaly on when fertigation was applied ,\9,,3-92
3. Put initial soil and more analysis in tabular form q
4. Manure analysis figures not complete ES':‘IV -
5.Page 5, line 157, remove reference to economical ) r{Q
manure application since no analysis was done Q/C\' X
6. Provide units of measure for table 2.
Optional/General comments e
Major revision thereafter may be considered for re-
submission. Authors also need help in English usage. @0/\}\ Q(D
=
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