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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

1. Under the abstract, the authors should remove the title of the manuscript.
Also, small letters should be used for all the mentioned variables e.g plant
height and not Plant height. The symbol @ in the abstract section should be
replaced with appropriate text. The first letter of the abstract should be
replaced - with and should read “ A field experiment was conducted .......

2. Introduction section: This section lacks a lot of citation and the information
given on the field peais not appropriate for the write-up. A lot of comments
have been highlighted on the manuscript for possible amelioration of the
manuscript. Finally, the last part of the introduction does not present the
specific objectives of the work.

3. Remove the title from - the materials and methods section. The first part of
this section should be a brief description of the study site; location, soil,
climate, vegetation.

4. The manuscript is poorly arranged and cumbersome to understand. Authors
should rearrange the manuscript according to the scientific standard way.

5. The methodology is clearly written. See other validly published articles for
arrangement of methodology.

6. The results are not well presented for a field experiment. Please include the
standard errors of means with small case letters showing the statistical
differences in the various treatments.

7. Write out in details the results of the various variables and if possible use
subheadings

Minor REVISION comments

The use of capital letters is abused. Most of them have been marked yellow for possible
correction.

Optional/General comments
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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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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