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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

1. Authors have not followed the guidelines for the journal. 
2. Line number 58: 12 local elite clones, only 11 have been 

mentioned. 
3. Line number 71: Full form of NMC not mentioned. 
4. Line number 74-77: the sentence is incomplete. 
5. Line number 133-134: In the same sentence ‘both the 

environments’ written twice. 
6. Line number 140: E1 and E2, numbers have to subscripts. 
7. Line number 171: It should be germination percentage.  
8. Line number 198: ‘single cane weight (0.385)’ repeated twice.  
9. Line number 217: ‘number’ repeated twice. 
10. No uniformity in writing references, names of some journals are 

short forms and others full names of journals. 
11. In the text also there is no uniformity in writing references. E.g.: 

Some places ‘et al’ is italicized at other places it is not. 
12. Journal’s guideline says: references have to appear at the end in 

order it appears in the text, however here it is alphabetical order. 

 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments 
 

1. Authors need to follow the guidelines which are specified for the journal. 
2. Authors have tried to put too much of work in one paper, which makes it 

confusing.  
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