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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 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 
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1. Has the validity and reliability of the questionnaire used been tested? 
2. Based on table 3 rice seed and Fertilizer are not significant, justification related 
to this. Isn't it that in every statistical analysis the use of alpha must be the 
same??? 
3. Table 3 is the same as Table 4, it is better if only one is presented because the 
data is not different. 
4. Is there a research ethics in this research? 
5. We recommend that the literature used for at least the last 5 years is primarily 
the result of research. 
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