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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title 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. Are the 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. 1. The article is interesting. It challenges the scientific community in general and that 

of other disciplines in particular (genetics and microbiology). We can say that it 
provides somewhat original information. There is a certain rigor and consistency in 
the implementation of the experimentation protocol. It would have been necessary to 
take other work carried out in other laboratories by other teams and compare them 
with these, which could have better valued the content of the article. L’intitulé peut 
etre retenu 

 
2. 2. It is a bit long but understandable enough. 
3.  
4. 3. It seems to me that the structure and subtitles are relatively consistent and 

acceptable 
5.  
6. 4. The article is written and presented according to the standards (problem, 

experimentation, comments supported by a good, fairly up-to-date bibliography. 
7.  
8. 5. Well-written citations are quite numerous, generally up-to-date and relevant to the 

topic of the article. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

The language used is clear, the writing is understandable. Often, in fact, the articles are 
poorly written or difficult to understand because of the language (essential communication 
tool). In this article the steps are well developed and fairly clearly reported in the language 
used. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Notes to consider: 
1. The scientific names of plant species or microorganisms must be written in itilics or 
underlined, in any case to distinguish them from the text. 
2. The synthetic culture medium MS is to be presented so that we know the different 
chemicals (which compose it and which activate it). 
3. The membership of the species is: Chenopodiaceae or Amaranthaceae according to the 
new nomenclature 
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PART  2:  
 

 

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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