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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This kind of manuscript is essential in the production system in agriculture. Intercropping is one way to
increase yield without additional needed area. | like this manuscript because of its importance in
improving agriculture productivity.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

| think it would be better to put the scientific names of the crops being studied.

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

| suggest for better improvement of the abstract section It would be better to emphasize the objectives
of the study and also avoid writing like “we”.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Okay.

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

The manuscript needs more improvement on the introduction aligned with the objectives, materials,
and methods 9 detailed discussion on every procedures) in-depth discussion based on the findings,
and conclusion.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

Add more references.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Improved the English quality.

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

Reviewer Details:

Name: Bryan S. Palcon

Department, University & Country Caraga State University, Philippines

Created by: DR Checked by: PM Approved by: MBM Version: 3 (07-07-2024)




