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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 1973? 
Above all, the discussion section shows complete plagiarism 
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Reference not in the journal format as well as not clear.  
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