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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	Yes
Make it change to: Improving (Enhancing) the yield of different varieties of strawberries (Fragaria X ananassa) by utilizing seaweed extract and biochar under Prayagraj agro climatic conditions.
The abstract is not attractive, it needs modification,
May be
The author states the manuscript hightide like as information, if its original research it needs deep concentration to modify. 
All reference listed in body is not present in reference vice versa. Even the reference is too much few, the result it should be supported by different similar result unless it is so a poor work.
· The manuscript needs serious modification, it is shallow. 

· In the methodology title and object of research is not important already discussed in introduction.

· Deeply discuss the material and methods (author should be disuse in this section description of the study area, plant material, way of data collection and analysis of the study)
· The result is good, however, poor or weak way of discussion. 
· The reference listed in the reference part is not found in the body. It is also references used in the text body is not listed in the reference part. Simply the way of writing is not like original research.  
· OVER ALL THE MANSCRPIT NEEDS A SERIOUS MODIFICATION and FOLLOW GUIDE LINE OF JOURNAL
	Noted 

Revision made

Noted and effected 

Revision made

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	Language is poor, it needs deep modification in the whole manuscript.

	

	Optional/General comments
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	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)
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