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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 
 

Abstract 
- Treatment application are not same as in described in material and methods. 
Introduction 
- Well enough expression. 
Material and Methods 
- Design should describe 4 x 3 factorial arranged in RCB design. 
- The author said N0 treatment. It is not N0, just control of organic fertilizer because cow 
dung contains NPK nutrients. 
- Mention full name of TSP, MoP. 
- In table 1, the author should express the NPK applied from cow daung in the Control plot. 
- There is no data collection, data calculation (cost-benefit ratio) and data analysis 
section! Should be added. 
- In table 3, In the LSD test, the critical value should express number, not NS. 
- Benefi-cost ratio or economic production should be used consistently. How to calculate? 
Conclusion 
- Abstract, N3 level should not say optimum level, beyond that level what will happen the 
author did not test. 
- Final conclusion is fair but should be added that it should be tested in any other nutrients 
level or variety. 
 

Thanks you for your comments. 
Manuscript is corrected as per comments. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
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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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 


