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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 
 

 
1. The abstract should include small part of 

introduction, objective, materials and 
method, design used, data collected and 
results. 

2. The methodology does not explain the 
intercropping method. 

3. It says the trial was done for three 
seasons??? how is the result analyzed 
(Combined .. ??)  

4. The results are good but the write up is 
poor, the author needs to consult  senior 
entomologist or others and he should  
review more papers on write up of 
intercropping 

5. The discussion part is also ok but it needs 
more work on write up.   

6. Result focus only on those data that gave 
good result, but it needs to write column by 
column assessment and write  

 
 

 
1). Agreed and have done some corrections 
 
 
2). Experimental procedure and treatments 
section does explain this 
3). Agreed and have corrected under 
experimental procedure 
4) Have consulted senior Entomologist in the 
Department and this work was presented at the 
Annual ZAS review of Research Results 
6). Our senior researchers indicated that it is 
better to generate meaning from where results 
were significant rather than on where results 
are no 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. All scientific names should be written in 

italicized 
2. References are old  need more review on new 

ones 
3. Title of table should be written on the top of the 

table and the title of the figure should be at the 
bottom of the fig. Please ref. journals 

 
1) Agreed and have done some 

corrections 
 
 
 

2) Agreed and have done corrections 
3) Agreed and corrected 
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4. The author should use either Duncns multiple 
rang or Lsd, P value one of them only. 

5. The figures are not clear, need re-visit. 
 
 

4) We use the p value for significance 
levels. Duncan is used for ranking 

5) Have revisited them 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper is interesting but need more work in write up 
and reconstruction of the paper 
 
 

 
There is need also to get into fertility and 
moisture retention management from this work. 

 
 
 
 


