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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The Experimental Design of the Study is RCBD factorial since it has two factors (Nitrogen
Level and Mud Level). Thus the tables should be presented in such a way that the effect of
the individual factors (Mud and Nitrogen Levels) and their interaction should be highlighted.
Example:

TREATMENT

N-Level , kg/ha
0
43
86

Mud Level, t/ha
0
2
4

N x M

CV,%

Plant height, No. of Primary

No of leaves
cm Branches

Stem girth, cm

You can refer to Gomez and Gomez Statistical Procedure for Agricultural Research or
other related books for guidance.

Presentation of interaction table is not appropriate like Table 3. It should be a two-way table
as shown below:

TREATMENT MUD LEVEL, t/ha
N LEVEL, kg/ha 0 2 4
0
43
86

Cost and return analysis should be presented to determine optimum levels of N and mud
and the most profitable treatment combination.

Minor REVISION comments

The rationale behind the research should be concretized and clearly discussed.

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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