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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 
 

Please follow the journal’s standard for referencing which requires you to use the 
numbering format not the style you used. This will also imply that all your references 
at the reference section should be numbered accordingly. 
 
Formating; All your manuscript revealed single line spacing except between Line 
133 – 158. Kindly follow a uniform style. 
  
Line 145/146: I don’t agree that in 2019 after about 31years(1988),Roberts will be an 
appropriate reference to sight,Another 1986 reference on line 162 and 174.  Kindly 
look for recent research in the field.  
 
 
 
 

Numbering of the references is done. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Line 44: Something is missing in the phrase, rephrase please  
 
 
 
 

It has been corrected. : the fallen ripe fruits were collected daily for a period of 
7 days 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
Suggestion – Line 113: Table 3, why not make the letters superscripts it makes it look 
professional. This ofcourse will affect the note on line 130 
 
 

Letters have been changed to superscripts as suggested. 

 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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