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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 abstract need to be reorganized according to the remarks made in the manuscript.
The structuring of sentences in the introduction needs to be readjusted.

The section related to Material and methods need to be completely rephrased.

In the section dealing with Results and Discussions, the Author needs to improve the
structuring of the sentences. In the same vein, he must gainfully build up short sentences.
This will surely make easier the understanding of his manuscript. The results can be better
commented. The discussion of the results must be completely resumed.

Moreover, | don’t think that the name of the authors cited must appear in the text; the use
of numbers can be done for that purpose. Then in the references, those numbers can be
respectively associated with the author indexed. This will have the advantage to lighten the
manuscript.

| finally have the impression that the present manuscript was written with too much
precipitation, with as for consequences the shortcomings observed. | advice the author
to come down and reconsider it deeply because the results he obtained are
interesting according to my way of seeing things.

I have nothing to say about the references.

NB:

*In the results and discussion part, one may gainfully start by presenting a given
result with reference to figures or/and tables if possible. After this, its analysis must
be done in relation to itself first, then in relation to the other results obtained in the
same field by other researchers to be cited. At the end, an interpretation is done in
order to justify the result obtained. While doing this, links can be created when
possible between one’s results; for instance: the concentration of nitrogen in soils is
consistent with the plant firmness .......

*Furthermore, The results and discussion part of a manuscript represents the
contribution of the author in the improvement of the scientific knowledge in a given
field. You have pertinent results. However, the way they are presented is really
questionable. | suggest you to reorganize them, properly discuss and interpret them.

Corrected and highlighted.
The sentences were written in short in original manuscript but i don’t know
why the sentences got joined in the revised manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

The idea developed in this study agrees perfectly with the concept of the sustainable
development. The results are relevant. But, the author may gainfully rephrase the
sentences and readjust the punctuation for a final manuscript digestible for the scientific
community.

The Author must clearly indicate why he decided to carry the study and, at the end, he
must clearly list his findings in the conclusion.

Corrected and highlighted

Optional/General comments

The idea is good. The results are interesting. But the manuscript needs readjustments.

Corrected and highlighted
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Reviewer’'s comment IAuthor’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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