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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 
 

 
1. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

I suggest declaring the statistical test to verify a significant difference between the treatments of the experiments that 

conducted the analysis of variance. 

The question that arises is whether there is a significant difference between treatments. 

2. RESULTS... 
“Days taken to bud opening: Significant difference was noted for days taken for bud opening from days taken to bud 

initiation…” 

“Foliar application of 0.1 per cent boron at monthly intervals after planting resulted in significantly better plant height, number 

of leaves per plant, number of shoots per plant, number of internodes per shoot” 

How to declare significant difference if no inference procedure was applied. I suggest the Tukey test, to the best of my 

knowledge. 

This is a descriptive study, so one should not speak of a significant difference. 
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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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