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 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 shortfall of this article lies in the manner in which 

the author has arranged his\her treatments and their 

combinations.  This was done in a very confusing and 

complicated manner which make them not 

understandable to the readers or the end user of the 

information.  This section is very important and must be 

drafted in a manner that it can be repeated by someone 

who want to validate the findings.   

 

The results of this study were nor discussed, i.o.w, there 

is no discussion.  The literature review is very limited 

and weak yet there is a plenty of information about the 

topic in question.  The results of the study must be 

discussed and supported with relevant references.  I 

suggest that the author re do the methodology and 

discussion section thoroughly since this are the most 

important section of the article 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Necessary correction has been made according 

to the reviewer comment. 
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