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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 thetitle 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. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion
of additional references, please mention in the review form.

{Apartfrom above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free 1o litional o0/ :

increase mustard productivity.
The title is suitable for the manuscript

Yes, subsections and structure are adequate
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More references will strong the manuscript

1. As anew research,itis important for the scientific community. Any new knowledge
is important for the scientific community. New technologies are a major concern to
improve productivity in crops, the results of this research could contribute to

Abstract is mostly comprehensive but need to do some corrections

The manuscript requires more work to be scientifically correct

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

English language is ok, however requires editing.

ional neral comments

It is a good research, with lots of works. However, many ideas are repetitive in
introduction; this section requires organization. The part of results and discussion,
there is no really discussion, just saying this finding is similar to... but why?
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NA

Reviewer Details:

Name: Nadiezhda Ramirez-Cabral

Department, University & Country Mexico

Created by: DR Checked by: PM

Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




