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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 
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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

1. Lines 21-25: Report the results of the experiment to enable the reader 
understand the inferences made. 
2.  No reference to already published work in the introduction   
3.  The discussion is poorly written. Discuss/interpret the findings of the 
work with reference to other people’s work   
4.  No reference to Table 4 in the Results and Discussion section   
5.  Follow the referencing style of the journal. 

All the points raised have been duly addressed 
appropriately. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1.  Abstract should be one paragraph 
2.  Lines 34-37: Include reference 
3.  Line 57: ‘Fertilizers’, not ‘fertilisers’ 
4.  Line 69: Delete ‘is’ and replace with ‘was’ 
5.  Line 71: Delete ‘for’ and replace with ‘of’ 
6.  Line 95: Replace ‘macro’ with ‘micro’ 
7.  Line 100: ‘varieties’ or ‘cultivars’? Be consistent. 
8.  Line 106: ‘Randomized’ not ‘randomised’ 
9.  Line 113: Is it variety or cultivar? 
10. Line 116: should read ‘cultivar and harvest periods’ 
11. Line 117: ‘Randomized’ not ‘randomised’ 
12. Line 131: replace ‘to’ with ‘and passed’; include the unit (1.0?) 
13. Line 171: delete ‘the’ 
14: Line 196: include reference 
15. Line 205: should read ‘statistical significant difference’ 
16. Line 244: Delete ‘comma’ and replace with ‘full stop’ 
17. Line 253: Delete ‘concluded’ and replace with ‘reported’ 
18. Lines 331-346: Should not be part of conclusion 

All the points raised have been duly addressed 
appropriately. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All the points raised have been duly 
addressed appropriately. 

Optional/General comments   
 

As per the guideline of editorial office we follow VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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