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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 manuscript is well written. This study  was 
conducted to see the effect of cowdung, NPK and 
Rhizobium inocula on nodules number, yield 
contributing attributes and yield of summer mungbean 
(var. Binamoog-8), in acid soil at the farm of 
Agricultural Training Institute, Khadim Nagar, Sylhet 
from April to July, 2014. 
I think that Introduction is understandable, clear and 
comprehensive exposing the reader to the topic. The 
author must make the following correction: The author 
must delete the names of the authors of the citations 3 
and 4, and only leave mentioned numbers 3 and 4 of the 
appointment. 
Material and Methods. OK. Very complete writing. The 
methodology used is correctly described. So described 
it allow experiment to be reproduced. 
Results and Discussion: OK. I think the experimental 
results are thoroughly and logically interpreted in the 
discussion and presented with clarity. Author 
compared the results obtained with the experiments 
and results of previous studies on the relevant subject. 
However, I believe that the author should discuss further 
the results obtained with the citations mentioned, 
especially points 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7. The author must 
make the following correction: The author must delete 
the names of the authors of the citations 8, 9, 18 and 
19, and only leave mentioned numbers 8, 9, 18 and 19 
of the appointment. 
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Correction was done 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

When a citation that is mentioned in internet, the 
author must mention the date consulted (cited 5). 

Correction was done 

Optional/General comments 

 

Some corrections should be done on the content and 

form before its publication. 
 

 


