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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Make sure the is proper flow of English – take care of tenses (I have tried to indicate in the 
text). Consider adding the term “Malaysia” in the title- this helps reader to know where the 
trial was done. 
Note that the key words should not emanate from the title. Do not use words which are in 
your title as key words 
-remove the hypotheses in the document at the end of the introduction – this is no longer 
the thesis but a scientific manuscript 
- Under materials and method section- the authors to check if indeed Statistical Package 
for Social Sciences (SPSS) was what they used- in results section- DMRT is shown- I 
doubt if SPSS has this options. Why not SAS, Genstat or R?  
- In the tables – the letters superscripts a, b, c are shown. It is good practice to assign “a” to 
the highest value. 
- The author(s) – has (have) – plant shoots as well as shoot length (I propose they adopt 
one of them and not both)- the massage is the same. What is the difference between plant 
and shoot length? 
- Section 3.5 plant temperature- the authors want to make us believe that the higher the 
nanoparticles, the higher the temperature… That is not correct. Let authors report what is 
there- note that even 0 m/L was superior to 50 and 150 mg/L 
-Consider giving acknowledgements 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The manuscript is quite interesting and once changes/corrects are made and language 
improved and once published, the readers will enjoy and hopefully will attract wide 
readership 
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