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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) 
 

Required REVIEW Comments 
1. Is the manuscript important to the scientific community? 
        (Please write a few sentences in this manuscript) 
R/ the manuscript is very important for the scientific community, due to the subject of the 
research. It is a subject about the control of banana production in costa de marfil. I 
believe that this research is of great importance, not only for this african country, 
producer of banana, but also for other countries producing this fruit in the world. 
 
2. Is the title of the article adequate? 
(If not, please suggest an alternative title) 
R/ the title of the article was very complete, therefore i consider that it is not appropriate 
and should be completed. 
  in the revision of the article a new title was suggested. 
 
3. Is the article summary comprehensive? 
R/ The Abstract Does Not Follow The Guidelines Of The Journal And Should Be 
Reformulated. 
 
4. Are the subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 
R/ the article has been divided into subsections to facilitate its comprehension. I believe 
they are appropriate. 
 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 
R/ the manuscript is scientificly correct and without a few suggestions indications to 
improve the writing, they must be made. 
 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional 
references, please mention them on the review form. 
R/ the number of references is adequate and presents more than 50% of references from 
the last years. Its wording is correct both in the article and in the final list of references. 
 
(in addition to the 6 points mentioned above, reviewers are free to provide additional 
suggestions/comments 
 

R/ this article is well structured and unless indications made, must be corrected to improve its 
writing. It is a subject of interest for banana producing countries. 

 

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

communications? 
 

1. Is the language/English quality of the article adequate for scholarly communications? 
R/ I Consider That The Article Is Well Written In The English Language And Unless Some Indications 
Must Be Corrected, For Its Publication 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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