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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. Isthe 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.

wmmwmw“ I ions) :

The work has a very significant scientific and economic interest, especially for countries that
produce and consume a lot of rice.

The article presents an innovative solution to a significant problem in the field, but the methodology
requires further clarification and validation.

The title is appropriate but a little long.
The abstract is clear and very explicit, but the problematic was timidly presented.

The article is well-written and well-structured, but the authors need to provide more details on the
experimental setup and procedure.

The discussion and conclusion also require further analysis.

The article's literature review is complete, sufficient and fairly recent.

Minor REVISION comments

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

communications?

The authors have made a valuable contribution to the literature, and the writing English quality is
acceptable for its clarity and readability.

ional neral comments

The introduction is very interesting, but it's too long: there are parts that don't belong here, and
would be more useful in the materials and methods section.

The conclusion is a kind of repetition of the discussion of the results;

The authors should try to draw the consequences of their work and propose possible effective
perspectives.
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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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