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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 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Line 32: Please ensure that this does NOT need a 
unit? Percentage? g/kg? (18.6-20.90 on dry weight 
basis) Is there an assumed unit for protein? I think it 
should be percent 
 
Line 145: type “legume” vs legnme 
 
 

1. Line 57: It was clearly mentioned that 

factors are the 3 nutrients i.e. N, P and K. 

combination 3 doses of N and P and 2 doses 

of K, resulted the 18 treatment combination. 

2. Line 59: Dose of FYM @ 15t/ha is the 

recommended dose for organic to maintain the 

soil health. FYM contain NPK in small quantity. 

It was uniform to all 18 treatments so, it will not 

become a problem for standardization of NPK 

under different agro-climatic zone. 

3. Line 65-66: In some treatments there was 

difference for which it was pooled to arrive in 
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definite conclusion. 

4. Line 70-71, 72-74, 84-89, 98-102, 111-117 

and 122-130: the findings of this research 

article reflects two types of information i.e. sole 

effect of individual nutrient and interaction of 

the nutrients i.e. both two way and three way. 

Obviously conclusion was drawn through 

interaction effect for the interest of the growers. 

It will be more effective if B:C presented. 

5. Line 83: It was incorporated  

6. Line121: The yield /plot omitted 

7. Fig 1: As per suggestion we omitted the 

yield/plot from the Table 3 and 4. In that 

connection we omitted that fig also as it was a 

combination of both yield/plot and yield/ha. 
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8. Line 155-158: It is not the repetition of 

Materials and Methods. 

9. Line 164-165, 159-166: Modified 

10. Significance of data and level of 

significance: The level of significance was 

already mentioned i.e. CD (0.05) indicating 5% 

level. Except single parameter  i.e. test weight. 

More than 90% data in both sole and 

interaction effect showed significant variation. 

The SPSS16.0 software was used for 

statistical analysis, which I am mentioned in 

Materials and method. The 100 plants were 

maintained in 3m2 plot i.e. 20plants per row 

and 5 row per plot. 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
Consider adding perhaps one additional visual 
representation (graph) to show your findings of different 
fertilizer levels. Could be easier to “see” your findings 
than in the tables. However I do find the tables 
interesting. 
 
Your results are robust.  
 
 

 

 


