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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment 

The paper provides important information to improve the multiplication of Oroxylum indicum 
 

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 work objectives should be more clearly defined 
The materials and methods are very complete and clearly explained 
The results are very complete and are very well presented both in their explanation and in 
the tables and photographs included in the figures. So also the discussion of them 
The conclusions refer to the results obtained in the investigation and are correctly 
presented 
 

 In the revised manuscript we highlighted the objective of research 
work to uplift the scientific quality of the paper 

 We grateful to reviver for its positive comments mentioned in his 
points.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The paper is very complete and adequately describes the problem, the experiment 
developed, the results obtained, the explanation of the same and the conclusions. 
Therefore, the observations presented are not necessarily corrections but contributions to 
improve the scientific quality of the paper. For this it would be important to raise a clear 
work hypothesis and the objectives to evaluate it 
 
 

 As per this Colum we rectify the objective of the paper and same may 
be submitted  

Optional/General comments 
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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) 
 
 

 
 No ethical issues applicable in this manuscript 
 

 


