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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

There are a lot of grammatical mistakes. English proofreading and editing need to be
concerned. | strongly advise that the author revises the manuscript and resubmits after
finishing the complete version.

Using all abbreviations should indicate the full name in the first time and not necessary to
use the full name in another time.
- Double haploids (DHs) which present in line7, it is not necessary to use full name
again in line 22 and 23.
- 2,4-D should be 2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2,4-D) in line 108, but in line 109
should be only 2,4-D.

Avoiding starts sentences with number of reference. For example, line 62, 73, 80...etc.
Table number should be Table 1 and Table 2 instead of Table 1.1 and 1.2.

Each tables need footnote to explain the full name of the media.

In line 97, NH4+ should be NH,".

Figure 1 is not necessary to show. The headline in the second box and the third box are
not clear.

I have checked the manuscript and visualized the mistakes and corrected
them. The figure has been removed. The abbreviations are settled. The
references mistakes are corrected. Grammatical faults are also reduced to
great extent. The required and missing information has been provided as in
case of names of media. Table titles have been added and are aligned
according to the requirements. All the mistakes after removing and being
replaced with corrections and highlighted. Hopefully this manuscript will now
be according to the tempo of the journal.

Minor REVISION comments

The author should consider the author guideline which advises that a review paper should
contain 5,000-9,000 words with 3-5 figures and/or tables.

Optional/General comments
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Reviewer’'s comment
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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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