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Compulsory REVISION comments   
Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Considering the quantum and quality of the 
work done by the Author/s, Sections 3 & 4 
(Results and Discussions and Conclusion 
respectively) need to be improved upon from 
the current one page to about 2 -3 pages.  

2. The paper lacks summary and 
recommendations; this should be considered 
by the Author/s. 

3. The conclusion that ‘Cadamba (Neolamarckia 
cadamba) and Pink cedar (Acrocarpus 
fraxinifolius) were responded well to the drip 
irrigation system and it also plays a major role in 
water as well as weed management’ is 
confusing.  No mention was made in the 
Materials and Methods as to how water and 
weed management were measured in the 
work. 
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Optional/General comments The paper need to be further enriched with more 
reviews of related literatures.  

OK 

 
 


