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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)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

=

8.
9,

The manuscript deals with the sap quality during storage

This is a very general work and a lot f information and advance studies

are available from Philippines, Malaysia and India

The introduction should project the gap in knowledge and
requirement for such a study

Methodology is not adequate the draw the conclusion that WAT
produces most nutritious sap. Just by taking one time (even in three
separate dates of same season?) does not provide such conclusion.
Sap was sampled twice in a day. What are the variations between
harvests?

How they varied between dates of harvest?

If the motive was to study the changes occurring storage, then there
were no other storage treatments.

Methodology description is not adequate

Results are too obvious

10. The correlation matrix has several auto-correlated parameters
11. No data on different dates and times of sap collection.
12. Discussion is more generic and superfluous.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments | The data presented in this manuscript is too less to be a full research paper.

The manuscript also requires through check for English grammar
In my opinion, this paper is not suitable for publication due to very less amount of
samples drawn in temporal scale to draw any tangible conclusions
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