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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 
 

The Manuscript is well written and showing a good result of planned research. I suggest the 
following to the author(s): 

 Some minor grammatical mistakes in the manuscript they should be recheck and correct. 
 Introduction is written well and showing significant work regarding the research problem. 
 Materials and Methods not showing complete information about the materials and methods 

adopted during the course of investigation. I suggest that incorporate the full information 
about the plan and execution of research work. The author(s) add this information in results 
section of manuscript, so it should be separated.   

 Results also good but remove the information about methods adopted during course of 
investigation. 

 Results also discussed well but some more references need to describe the results strongly. 
 Conclusion and recommendations suited decent as per the results of the study. 

 
 
Line 1: uses. Were, indicates 
Line 1: The highest (β = 0.463) obtained by harvesting practice- sentences not clear 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
 
PART  2:  
 
 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)
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