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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 title of the article can be stated in a better way. The scientific names of the 
plants (GRASSCUTTER and  CARROT) named in the Title  should be put in bracket 

The author should use of in text citations instead of footnotes 
 
For all the parameters measured, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and mean separation 
are highly recommended to determine if there are significant differences. For leaves 
and height were differences were notes, the P-value should be stated  
 
Sub heading of number of branches (3.4) was put on results of number of leaves 
 
The conclusion indicates the how the combined fertilisers affect but it  does not give 
a conclusive recommendation in regards to rates  
 
References have been written in different styles and have not been arranged in 
alphabetical order. The numbering should also be omitted 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Differences in font size, style and spacing have been noted thought the whole text  
 
The results in figure 1 and 2 would be more informative if presented in a table form 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 The Author is recommended to read and revise the text in view of marked 
corrections and find out more errors like that for rectification. 
 
 The Author should also try to improve language and avoid using ambiguous terms 
as noted in some sections 
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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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