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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? 
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6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 
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Yes 
 
The subsection and the structure of the manuscript needs some correction. The study says 
the season of betel leaves of some States, but it missed some more States which also 
cultivate betel leaves particularly Tamil Nadu. The author has quoted 3 references in Tamil 
Nadu but has not given the season for Tamil Nadu  
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References are not covered fully, the author has given 20 references in the review of 
literature but given the details for only 10 references. The details about other authors are 
missing. Comprehensive references are needed. References are not in order according to 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 
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Modifications in methodology and the results of the paper is needed. The paper is too lengthy in the 
methodology part. It has five pages but not clearly mentioned the objectives of the study. The 
methodology may be restricted to 2 to 3 pages. In the discussion and the results, there is no need 
to give tables as well as pictures. The pie chart may be avoided. This will help to reduce the length 
of the paper 
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