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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
The discussion should be organized for each parameter of the study such as the stem
diameter, plant height, dry and fresh weight …..etc

We believe that dividing each parameter will make discussions of the work
very repetitive, with the original form being best.

Minor REVISION comments
The author/Authors show the average of the 20 replicates in the figures. It is preferable to
shown the 20 replicates for the 6 treatments. It gives better regression for statistical
analysis

We believe there is no need to show all 20 values. The mean is sufficient and
the coefficient of variation (CV) of each variable is in Table 2.

Optional/General comments The measured parameters of the plants for different treatments should organized in sub
items under results and discussion.

We believe that dividing each parameter will make discussions of the work
very repetitive, with the original form being best.
Thanks for the suggestions.
We made the corrections that the other brokers requested and we believe that
the work has become clearer and easier to understand.
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