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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 presented manuscript has the potential to be 

published, however the author need to do some major 

corrections before it can be accepted for publication.  The 

discussion section is not well presented probably due to 

the statistical methods used to analyse the data.  The 

manner in which the means were separated is rather 

suspecting.  One can suggest program such as Duncan 

Multiple Range Test or Fischer’s LSD.  Discussion can be 

drastically improved if the author tries to link his results 

with the literature. Most of the results were not 

discussed in such a manner that one can understand their 

mechanisms. 

Thank you for your vauable suggestions. 

Most of your valuable suggestions and 

comments were taken in consideration in the 

revised manuscript. 
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Optional/General comments 

 

I suggest that the manuscript be sent back to the author 

for major corrections and responding to the queries as 

highlighted on the attached text 

 

 


