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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

If the research work was original, the author has to rewrite the manuscript without plagiarism.

Abstract
In line 11: during of study mentioned as 2016 -17 but in methodology section it was mentioned as
November 2015 to September 2017? Controversy statement?

Introduction
In line 39-58: These thirteen lines contain no citations as well as copied from several source with 80%
Plagiarism (Babu et al., 2009; Tyagi and Singh, 1998).

Methodology

Methodology section was not clear, and in the line 79 mentioned three different stages and the stages
are not explained well.

In Line 87 mentioned that number of clones was reduced. On what basis?

In Line 97 to 101; Experimental design section was copied from Oura et al., 2018.

In line 109 to 148 was copied from Alam et al., 2017

Result and Discussion

In figure 1 flowering result was mentioned but that was not explained in text.

In Line 204, Shivasubramanian et al 1973 mentioned but in bibliography mentioned as
Shivasubramnian and Menon 19737

Above all, the discussion section shows complete plagiarism

Reference
Reference not in the journal format as well as not clear.

Minor REVISION comments

Major Revisions will need

Optional/General comments
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.

Yes, 70%

Reviewer Details:

Name:

D. Arulbalachandran

Department, University & Country

Periyar University, India

Created by: EA Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




