


Review Form-1
	

	Journal Name:
	Annual Research & Review in Biology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARRB_155552

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Agro-morphological characterization of two grape varieties (Aleatico and Bequignol) of vines [ Vitis vinifera] L. (Vitaceae)] in a nursery in Daloa (Côte d’Ivoire)

	Type of the Article
	Research Article



PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript explores the largely unaddressed topic of tropical viticulture in Côte d'Ivoire, West Africa, where grapevine cultivation lags behind growing wine demand.
	



PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory 3
Suggested: Agro-morphological characterization of two grapevine varieties (Aleatico and Bequignol) of Vitis vinifera L. (Vitaceae) at nursery stage in Daloa, Côte d'Ivoire
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement 2
1- Each section (Context, Objective, Methodology, Results, and Conclusion) is appropriate for the journal type, but  is very thin and need to rewrite again with improving all sections.
2- Word count is approximately 150 words. Its quite brief and should be extended to 200–250 words. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement 2 
Suggested: Vitis vinifera, Aleatico, Bequignol, budburst, morphological traits, nursery, tropical viticulture
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement 2 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
· The manuscript contains no explicit hypothesis anywhere
· The two statements in the abstract and in the introduction are not identical.
· The objective is too broad and not specific. "agro-morphological parameters". 
· The reason for choosing these two specific varieties is not mentioned. (WHY?)
· Why nursery only?. The objective lacks specification of the evaluation stage (nursery only), limiting the conclusions.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
· No Experimental Replication. I don’t find replication
· A single plot per variety makes it impossible to distinguish treatment effects from plot-level variation.
· I don’t find experimental randomization
· No sample size justification
· Study duration did not mentioned
· Lake of describing modified formulas (Farooq et al. 2005, Labouriau 1983, Kader 2005)
· Site information not mentioned
· Budburst not defined well
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
· Pl revise the Numerical founded in the Tables and the results, Some not the same.
· Statistical Error in table 2
· Formatting error
· Abbreviations Not Defined at First Use
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
· Few grapevine-specific sources are cited.
· References are mostly indirect and general and not recent
· Limited research on tropical viticulture
· Uses of contrary lectures.
· Findings lack comparison to similar studies.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
 the limitations of the study are not discussed anywhere
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor 
The references are insufficient and inadequate.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor 
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Major revision needed. Title, keywords, abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion all have critical flaws. Insufficient references and poor English throughout.



	



PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)

	





Reviewer details:

Mohamed Taha Zalama, Field Crops Research Institute, Egypt
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