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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This study is very significant as it showcases important concerns about different effects that play a role in the fertility of seeds and germination thereof. Gives insights of how seeds behave given the challenges they are faced with, such poor soil, the level of humidity in India, etc.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes it is
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract needs to be revised, or rewritten as it misses some of the most important parts of the study such as the (Purpose) aims and objectives of study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript scientifically correct, though feel that the authors should at least add some graphs
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of them in the introduction are not recent, but in the results and discussions they are more recent. I would suggest that the authors use more recent references on the introduction as well, unless there are emphasis that the older papers are bringing in.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The methodology section is not well written on the Methods and Materials section, but it is clear on the abstract. Can this also be fixed, I would expect that the methodology be more articulated and clearly written in the methodology section than on the abstract.
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