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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
                                                Line 
66 to 69 

The sentence is one sentence, separated by 
comma, the gap and paragraph should be avoided 
 
Use equation editor in writing all the equations 
The tables should be prepared using table 
functions (APA format) but not excel  
Fig 4 should be properly labelled 

 
Here i have revised the manuscript accordingly 
the reviewer’s suggestion. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The local terms like kharif and rabi should be written in 
English and place in parenthesis at the first 
appearance and subsequently it can then be use 
alone. 
 
Referencing and citation should strictly be done 
according the guidelines to the authors. Consistency in 
the reference style should be ensured. The author(s) 
should carefully look at the reference list again. 

 
Here i have revised the manuscript 
accordingly the reviewer’s suggestion. 
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