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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 

 

Please consider revising the treatments to read: 

1. No weeding 

2. Single weeding at 3 WAP 

3. Double weeding at 3 & 6 WAP 

 

References in the text and the reference section 

should be presented and numbered in line with 

journal requirement 

 

The Introduction may be re-written in a more 

organised manner. 

 

Pod or fruit ‘’girth’’ should rather be fruit diameter 

since the materials and methods use could not 

generate data on the girth with is usually derived 

from the diameter measures. The correct label for 

the data here is FRUIT DIAMETER 

 

The headings under the results are too wordy and a 

simple repetition of the paper title. A suggestion has 

been made in the highlights for consideration. 

 

Correction  has been effected. 
 
 
 
Correction  has been effected 
 
 
 
The introduction has been rearranged 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted . The correction has been made. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Where the author(s) site no significant differences in 

their data, a simply ‘’ns’’ is acceptable. The Tables should 

be revised accordingly. 

3, 6 and 9 in the tables should separate from the WAP in 

the tables and throughout the text. 

 

Correction has been effected.. 
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Optional/General comments 

 

The article requires substantial revision to bring it to the 

standard of the journal. The authors may want to 

consider the suggestions made in highlight on the pdf 

document. 

Noted. The whole document had been revised. 

 

 


