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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 
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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. The paper is evaluated the level of mechanization and cost implications 
especially to sugar cane production. More scientific communities need 
such information and data for proper planning and financing of the 
operation thus this paper will help the concern stakeholders 

 
2. The tile is suitable as it is concise  

 
3. The abstract of the manuscript is detailed on the four essentials of a good 

abstract: introduction, methodology, results and conclusion 
 

4. The subsections and structure are adequate and appropriate  
 

5. The paper is detailed and scientifically correct as the authors used existing 
research findings to explain their results 
 

6. All the listed references are good, recent and consistent with referencing 
style 
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international standard  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 
 
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) 
 
 

 
 



 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Olumuyiwa Idowu Ojo 
Department, University & Country Ladoke Akintola University of Technology, Nigeria 
 


