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Questions Why is the same address of all 4 authors repeated every time? 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. Rather, 4 

I abbreviated the title a little, it could be made shorter even. Not all caps please. 

 

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. Yes, 5 

The paper presents a good overview of the situation of onion cultivation in the said region. The 
language is a bit verbose. Review the keywords, add some, do not repeat words from the title. 
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. Yes, 4 

Well described methods 
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Clear explanations of the processes followed but lengthy. The circular graphics are somewhat 
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 

Yes, 4 
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