EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The following were not done and should be considered:

1.      Under Section 1 , paragraph 1, line 8: Suggestion was made for the provision of references in the brackets indicated – Authors may delete the brackets or provide references.
 
2.     A ‘key’ may be provided to give meanings to the acronyms  in Table 1.
 
3.     Under the 1st paragraph of Section 3: Sand 65.65 %, silt 7.50 % and clay 25.90 % - These should sum up to 100%. The total is less than 100% and should be corrected.
 
4.     Under  the 2nd paragraph of Section 3:
 
“The organic carbon content (0.49 %) was low( ), and with respect to the available nutrient status of the soil, the available N (136 kg ha-1) as determined by KMnO4 and the available P (17 kg ha-1) as extracted by Bray reagent were low ( ). The  available K (141 kg ha-1) as extracted by NH4OAc was medium ( ). The micronutrient content of the soil was estimated as 1.02 mg kg-1(Zn),36.37 mg kg-1 (Fe), 10.89 mg kg-1 (Mn), 0.84 mg kg-1 (Cu)”.
The author(s) may use the above paragraph in place of the existing one  but provide references( )  for the statements.
How do you know that the Nutrient levels are low or medium? References need to be provided!

	We thank the reviewer for the observation. The brackets indicated in Section 1 have now been removed. This correction has been incorporated in the revised manuscript.
We appreciate the suggestion. A “Key to Acronyms” has been added below Table 1 to clearly define all abbreviations used.

The texture values have been rechecked and corrected to ensure that sand, silt, and clay percentages total 100%. The corrected values now appear in the revised manuscript.

We appreciate the reviewer’s careful reading. The suggested paragraph has been incorporated exactly as recommended.

We have now provided references also.
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