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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Please refer to my extensive comments in the attached edited paper.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Someone with more proficiency in the language should edit it.  The wrong use of words 
causes confusion in the message.  The author obviously did not refer to the ‘author’s 
guidelines” of this journal. Please do so. The reference style is wrong and there are many 
other mistakes. 
What is a fed? I have no idea, but maybe I just don’t know the unit. Maybe write it out or 
explain it when first used? Tables are incorrectly numbered (two no 2). I understand the 
author used mineral fertilizers with and without bio-fertilizers. I would think the treatments 
should have been as follows: No fertilizer; Rate 1 NPK; Rate 2 NPK; Rate 3 NPK; Rate 
1+yeast; Rate 1 + bacteria, Rate 2 + yeast, Rate 2 + bacteria, Rate 3 + yeast, Rate 3 + 
bacteria, Yeast alone, Bacteria alone, Yeast + Bacteria, Rate 1 + yeast and bacteria, rate 2 
+ yeast and bacteria, rate 3 + yeast and bacteria.  This is not what happened, obviously.  I 
struggle to understand quite what you tested. I suggest a table with the combinations 
exactly put down. The author mentions significance several times, but never give a number 
(p=.08 for instance). Again check the guidelines for the correct format. The only text in bold 
should be the headings of tables and descriptions of figures. Again – check the guidelines 
and read through pervious published papers on the website of the journal. Mass and weight 
– it is two different things.  
I believe the work has merit – a lot.  Unfortunately all the permutations were not tested and 
the reporting seems inadequate. 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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