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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 
 

In this manuscript, the authors study the superoxide 
dismutase and peroxidase activity in eight genotypes in 
a poly bag experiment exposure to moisure stress for 
20 days at formative stage at Agricultural Research 
Station, Basanthpur, Medak, India. It is good at 
expression and has novelty. However, there is some 
shortcoming to be complete. So I recommend to you 
that this manuscript should be revision. The following 
are the questions and some mistakes in this 
manuscript: 
1 In the section of introduce, the authors should 
describe the purpose and meaning of this research. 
2 In line 50, This is the first time you used DAP and i 
think you need to define it.  
3  In the section of result and discussion, the authors 
just describe the result simply that they obtained and 
no further analysis to be made. 
4 The manuscript was too short. 
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