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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
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In the Materials and Methods section, it is suggested that the „field layout‟ of the experiment 
be presented graphically to substantially support the RCBD design and be further 
discussed. Moreover, the treatments should also be identified in the „field layout‟, to show 
the „relative randomness of the block‟. ANOVA was also presented and results of these 
should also be presented in the Results and Discussion. 
 
In the Results and Discussion, specific to Figure 1, 2 and 3 and Table 1, 2 and 3 , there were 
only 11 treatments presented, contrary to what is presented in the abstract as “thirteen 
treatments replicated thrice”. Which to my limited understanding RCBD is a „block‟ of 
experimental treatments at random layout, so I am assuming there is a minor inconsistency 
of what was presented and should be corrected.  
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