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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 paper presents results on the effects of different methods of seed 
treatment for the seeds germination, as well as on the growth and vigour of 
soursop plants. 
 
1. The theme of the study is not a new one (even recently, such a study was 

published in 2017) and as such should be justified, possibly by the 
specific local specificities of the biological material. 
 

2. Abbreviations must first be explained (including in the summary). 
 

 
3. In the Introduction section, the citation from 2017 is missing. I think it is 

necessary here as well. 
 

4. In the Material and Methods section, specify the determined 
physiological indicators, the determination methods (including formulas 
if applicable) and the corresponding citations. 

 
 

5. The author should pay attention to specific terminology when talking 
about germination and emergence. 
 

6. Line 94-95 ---- days after sowing (DAS)? 
 
7. Table 1.  Do you want to say…..germination percentage….days after 

sowing (DAS)? 
 
8. Line 126….not seed emergence, but seedling emergence 
 
9. Line 158.. Curiously is the fact that your discussion has not considered 

the recent work…. of Singh, S.J. and T.U. Maheswari, 2017… 
 
10. Table 8. The values were fixed. What kind of balance did you used? 

Generally, the analytical balance is used and the values are……for 
instance…..3.55…..; 4.22….. 

 

 
 
The manuscript has been modified accordingly 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Please take into consideration my recommendations. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)  

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) 
Thank you for the comments and suggestions. The study of Singh and 
Maheswari (2017) was considered in the study using the 500 ppm of GA3 
which is so far the best among the treatments used on their study. The 
treatments used in the study are different from them. Please see the revised 
paper. 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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