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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Introduction: Content available but lacks credible citations to support it. Instead, link each paragraph. 
And the last section describes how beneficial the study results will be. 
2. Literature review: It should be divided into topics such as the background of Tamilnadu Agricultural 
University, Scopus, and related research that the authors have presented in this article. 
3. The findings require discussion. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The conclusion heading should add recommendations for academic use and future studies 
2. There are references at the end of the article. There must also be references in the content. Make sure your 
journal's references are written in APA or Vancouver style, so they are all the same. 
  - Author name format list 1 is not like the others. 
  - Item 6 Dr. has been added to the author's name, which should be eliminated. 
  - Writing references from multiple styles are not the same, e.g., items 5, 8, and 9. have different writing styles. 
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More abstracts of critical findings and taking advantage of these findings for future research. 
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