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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
quasi-spherical in shape and 80-110 nm in dia with tripartite single-stranded RNA virus. The 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

There are errors at many place with regard to the writing of the value and its unit example   ( 50 ml 
were at certain point you have not put any space between the value and its unit 50ml) so i advise 
author to fallow uniform pattern throughout the manuscript that will be more effective. 
Besides this there is also mistakes in witing in reference (Bhat AI, Jain RK, Varma A, Lal, SK. 2002. 
Nucleocapsid protein gene sequence studies suggest that soybean bud blight is caused by a strain of 
Groundnut bud necrosis virus. Current Science. 2002;82:1389-1392 ) 
Fallow the one style of writing of the references.  
 

 

 
As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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