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1. Rework your abstract and connect all the 

elements together to form a whole. 

Summarize the abstract as briefly as possible 

and reconstruct some sentences that are not 

clear 

2. Use your own sentences to present 

literatures cited, and not as it was originally 

presented by previous authors   

3. Your conclusion looks more like the 

methodology. Can you use rework this part to 

summarize your work? Let this also be in 

agreement with your abstract. 
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1. Revised and rewrite abstract and have 
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summarise and briefly also reconstruct 
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-Check your references section, some references are not 

consistent with the journal’s format  

-There are some information you don’t need in this 

manuscript, which unnecessary made it too busy. Narrow 

your report to basic issues and focus of your study and 

reduce the length 

 

 

 

- Reference format has been changed and 

follow the journal format and inconsistent 

and unnecessary reference has been 

discarded.  

- It has been discarded some unnecessary 

information from manuscript which made it 

too lengthy, like the 2.2: Soil Condition, and 

2.3: Climatic Condition. 
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