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PART1:ReviewComments

Reviewer'scomment

Author’'scomment(ifagreedwithre
viewer, correct the manuscriptand
highlight that part in
themanuscript.ltismandatorythat
authorsshouldwritehis/herfe
edbackhere)

CompulsorvREVISIONcomments

1. Is the manuscript important
forscientificcommunity?
(Pleasewritefewsentencesonthismanuscript)

2. Is thetitleof thearticlesuitable?
(If notpleasesuggestanalternativetitle)

3. Is the abstract of the
articlecomprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of
themanuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript
isscientificallycorrect?

6. Arethe references sufficient andrecent? If
you have suggestion ofadditional
references, please mention inthereview
form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6

1. The manuscript attempts to understand level
ofawareness among farmers, the primary
stakeholders,regarding a major quality issue of their
harvest. Themanuscript is important for policy makers
andGovernment agencies (like Agriculture
ExtensionServices) than scientific community. The
findings of thestudy does not appear to add to the body
of scientificknowledge.

2. Forincreasing clarity, the word duration should
beadded.SuggestedTitle
canbe“Awarenessoffarmerson effect of harvest to
mill gap duration on quality ofsugarcane”

3. Yes.

4. A Literature Review section is needed.
Althoughattemptshavebeenmade toelaborateonthisin
Section
1.1 & 1,2, the sections are not structured. The
LiteratureSurvey section should also identify the gaps in
presentbody of knowledge and arrive at Research
Objectives.Also, problem statement in the geographical
context isneeded. A separate Research Objectives
Section isneeded after Literature Review. Although, the
need forresearch is deliberated in section 1.2, it should
be in aseparate section. The Methodology Section (2.0)
needsto be further elaborated stating as why are a
crosssectional & sampling study being adopted. There
shouldbe separates sections/sub sections for Data
Analysis ,Findings and Discussion. Limitation of the
researchshould beincluded in theconclusionsection.

5. The referencing style is not standardised. In
textreferencing is made using numbers which makes
itdifficult to understand the author and year
detailsinstantly. Also, end text reference list does not
followany standard format. In some references, year
ismissing.Asperpolicyofthejournal,anuniform
referencingstandardlikeAPA,Haravadispreferred.

MinorREVISIONcomments

l.Islanguage/Englishqualityof thearticle
suitable for scholarlycommunications?

1.Mostlyyes,however,somesentencesmayrequirerevisionforg
iving moreclarity.

Optional/Generalcomments

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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