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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. Title: The title of the manuscript  is quitemisleading. Authors  should modify the title  toreflect the fact that the study sought to investigatethe variation of selected soil chemical propertiesalong  lansdscape position
2. Abstract :

a. The length of the abstract is too long andshould be reduced to at most 250 words.
b. The abstract should be revised since it issupposed to give a summary of the wholestudy AND NOT ONLY the results of thestudy

3. Introductiona. This should not only be limited to  leadpollution alone. Authors should also talkabout relation between landscape positionand soil properties as well.b. Authors should modify the aim andjustification of the study. What is stated isquite misleading
4. Materials and Methods

a. Under section 2.1, a map showing thespecific location of the study site should beprovided
b. Under section 2.2, authors should stateclearly the method of sampling (whether themethod  of Brubaker et al, 1993). Theyshould also indicate how much soil samplewas collected from each sampling point

The study is not only looking at the variations inrelation to landscape positions and depths, butalso possible lead (Pb) influence on the studiedelements in the soil.
The abstract has been re-casted in line with thesecond reviewer’s comments and the length hasbeen reduced from 300 words to 260 words. Anyfurther reduction in the length may affect thecontents.
The corrected manuscript has includedinformation on relationship between landscapepositions as well as soil depth and soilproperties.We resolved that, there is nothing wrong withthe objectives of the studied, as this is in linewith the title of the work.
Sampling method has been stated.Number of soil samples collected from eachsampling point is two and has been indicated inthe corrected manuscript.
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5. Results and Discussion:
a. The authors should provide clearer tables.They  can refer to Babalola et al (2007),available at www.medwell journals.com
b. Authors should define all abbreviations intables6. Conclusion: Authors should ssssrevise theconclusion section since it is supposed to give a briefsummary of the findings  and recommendations fromthe study7. References: Authors should stick to the standardmethod of referencing. This will make themanuscript more presentable. They should alsoprovide the reference for citation 32

Figures 1 – 5 have been presented to show theeffects of lead concentrations on the fertilityparameters studied.
These have been effected in the correctedmanuscript.
The SDI template was followed in thereferencing.
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Minor REVISION comments In the key words section, leaching, hydromorphic,floodplain and marginal fertility should be deleted.Instead landscape (slope) position, heavy metals and soilnutrients (or fertility) should be added.
Optional/General comments I wish to commend the authors for their effort. The paperwould certainly be a useful reference material forresearchers, land use planners and farmers. Therefore Iwould urge the authors to thoroughly revise themanuscript paying attention to the points raised above.


