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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. Isthetitle 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)

Compulsory Review Comments

1. Is the manuscript important to the scientific community?
(Write some phrases in this manuscript)
R/ the manuscript is important for this region of India applying modern technologies for
cultivation

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)
R/ proper title, on the internet there are several works on the subject, which can facilitate the
expansion and updating of this manuscript. This title is according to others already
published on the subject in the region under study.

3. Is the summary of the article comprehensive?
R/ The summary was not prepared according to the Journal guidelines and should be
correctly corrected, adjusted the Journal guidelines.

4. Are subsections and the structure of the manuscript appropriate?
R/ the manuscript does not follow the guidelines of the Journal and was therefore not
subdivided into subsections for its writing; Were only divided into the general items of all
scientific article.

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
R/ no, the manuscript has errors that must be corrected for its possible publication. EX.
Poorly elaborate summary, must be corrected; Bibliographic references all wrong and
outdated, many years of published, tables with presentation errors that must be corrected,;

6. Are references enough and recent? If you have suggestion of additional
references, mention in the review form.
R/ the references were 8 on the list. All wrong in their planning were placed in alphabetical
order and must be in order of appearance in the text. Delayed publications, only a reference
and from the year 2019, the rest was under this year. The annual media of the reference is
from 2009. A reference is from 1996. On the internet there are publications on the most up -
to -date topic. Run.

(In addition to the 6 points mentioned above, reviewers are free to provide additional
suggestions/comments)
R/ this manuscript must be reformulated adjusted with the Journal guidelines. It usually got
many mistakes for not using the guidelines of the Journal.

Minor REVISION comments

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

MINOR REVIEW COMMENTS

1. Is the language quality of the article in the article suitable for academic communications?
R/ The used English language should be revised because some words that are poorly written
appeatr, this must be corrected. For the others the English language is suitable for academic
communication among scientific.

Optional/General comments
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PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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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