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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. Abstract should be more specific describing 
briefly the all total summaries. The materials and 
methods like the year of the work done, time period 
etc. should be avoided as per as possible. 
 
2. First paragraph of the “introduction” should be 
more specific e.g. it should be A. cepa L. belongs 
to Alliaceae of the class monocotyledonae. The line 
‘32’ describing the fam. Alliaceae with 
monocotyledonous nature is not specific. As 
everyone knows that it is classified as monocots. 
Cross pollination and hybridization may be 
important character for their genetic diversity. 
 
3. Writer should go through more literature 
regarding the world production of Allium. A great 
number of genotypes of Allium are also cultivated 
in Asian countries which is not given in its world-
wide production (line no. 38-42). 
 
4. There should be a full stop after the word 
‘genetic’ in the line ‘50’ and after it, the next line 
would be followed. 
 
5. At line no. ‘51’ it should be ‘individual’ rather 
than individuals. 
 
6. It should be ‘enhanced’ at line ‘53’, not enhance. 
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7. The writers should go through more references 
to give the properties of onion in the ‘introduction 
section as there are lots of references regarding 
this which are available online. 
 
8. At line no. ‘57’ it should be ‘during the year 2015-
16 and it is not ‘onion season’, it should be 
“season of maturity of onions in the crop fields. 
 
9. In the line ‘58’, the full stop after West Africa 
should be removed and it should be replaced by 
the word ‘and’. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Author should write more in the conclusion 
section summarising their results and value of 
work done. If leaf area index cannot be selected, 
then why? 
 
11. In the line no. ‘130’ the word ‘in’ after the word 
‘for’ should be removed. 
 
12. Author should give an acknowledgement of one 
or two lines thanking the well-wishers who gave 
them the opportunity to carry out the research 
work. 
 
13. There is no photographs given on the basis of 
which a viewer can easily differentiate the 
genotypes from parent plant.   
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Over all the theme of the paper is good but more 
literature survey is needed by the author. 
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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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Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript? 
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If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links. 
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PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the reviewer: 
 
Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a 
reviewer” 
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