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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

1. Yes, because in this study experiment was performed on in Factorial Randomized block Design
(FRBD). Under this experiment, the two factors were T, Control, T; Trichoderma viride T,
Trichoderma harzianum and Hy Control, H; Humic acid 1%, H, Humic acid 2%, H; Humic acid 3%
which were replicated thrice. It was concluded from the experiment that individual application of
Trichoderma harzianum and Humic acid 3% exhibited maximum number of leaves per plant, length
of leaves, plant height, total chlorophyll content of leaves, respectively. However, Trichoderma
viride and Humic acid 2% were found statistically at par with Trichoderma harzianum and Humic
acid 3%. In terms of net return and B:C ratio the individual application of Trichoderma and Humic
acid treatment (Trichoderma harzianum) registered maximum value of net returns 314918 with
highest B:C ratio (2.69) and foliar application of Humic acid reduced the net return and B:C ratio as
compared to control. Maximum net return was observed treatment H1 (Humic acid 1%) and B: C
ratio was observed treatment HO (control).

2. Yes, the title of the article suitable.

3. Yes, abstract of the article completely comprehensive.

4. Yes, subsections and structure of the manuscript is appropriate

5. Yes, manuscript is scientifically correct and according to scientific format.

6. Yes, reference is sufficient and according to citation.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Yes, English language of the article is suitable for scholarly communication.

Optional/General comments
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