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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 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS: The references in this work are not too many for a work on a well 
researched crop as wheat.  
THE TITLE OF MANUSCRIPT  is appropriate.The manuscript is also appropriate as an Original 
Research Article.  
ABSTRACT: The abstract has been well written but the authors should revise the abstract according 
to the structure and format stipulated in the guidelines of the journal stating the aim of the study, 
sample, study design etc.   
INTRODUCTION: Introduction is adequate but with few citations. Wheat is a well researched crop 
and there are many references that could have been cited. 
MATERIALS AND METHODS: This has been well-written.  
RESULTS: The results have been well outlined or laid out by the author (s) but should endeavour to 
number the tables in uniformity or in line with the way it has been numbered in the text.   
DISCUSSION: The authors have failed to do a thorough discussion of the paper as expected. The 
author(s) should endeavour to revise the discussion as much as possible citing relevant references 
from introduction and other sources. 
CONCLUSION: This chapter has been fairly written although it could be improved upon. 
REFERENCES: The literature list should be prepared in line to Journal Editorial Requirements 

I have done the recommended corrections in each section as stipulated. The 
corrections have really added value to the content of my manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments The discussion should be more detailed.  

Optional/General comments 
 

If all the corrections made on the manuscript are effected it should be accepted for publication as 
original research article. 

Thank you for the corrections outlined. I have done the correction and it’s 
evident that it has improved the quality of my manuscript and made it look 
better.  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 


