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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 
 

 
The article appears well written, and results discussed appropriately. However, some 
compulsory revisions required: 
Key words: key world needs to be given appropriately.    
Objective of study given in introduction section needs revisions in light of the technical 
programme of the study. 
References: some references require mandatory revisions 
 

 
Dear reviewer, we appreciate your contributions. The suggested 
revisions were accepted and are highlighted in the text. 
Keywords were adjusted, as suggested by the reviewer. 
The objective was revised and adapted with the introduction of the 
manuscript. 
The references were adjusted according to the journal's rules 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Abstract: Aim of study must be clearly defined as per technical programme of study. The 
wiretap with respect to replications and treatments needs relooked. 
Materials methods: revisions required with respect to statistical details. 
Results and discussion: results need to be elaborated at some sections.  
 

 
Abstract: The objective was adequate according to the reviewer's 
suggestions. 
The individual fruit was taken as replication unit, constituting total 
replications of 4 x 4=16 per treatment. To clarify, we added the following 
sentence to the text: The individual fruit was taken as replication unit, 
constituting total replications of 4 x 4. 
As suggested by the reviewer, we changed the writing in some sections 
of the discussion, seeking to improve the reading and comprehension of 
the text. 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Botanical name of crop may be added in the title. 
 
 

 
We've added the crop's botanical name to the title as requested. 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
There are no ethical issues in the manuscript. 
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