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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) At the bottom of p. 1, the author claims that “serious errors” can occur with 

Pearson and Spearman correlation when the assumption of normality is not 
met.  Please explain what these “serious errors” are.  Since Spearman 
correlation is based on ranks, then it seems to me that normality should not 
be required with the Spearman correlation.  Perhaps continuity should be 
required with Spearman correlation but not normality.  Please clarify. 

(2) I am confused that data are based on cotton (p. 2), but the author also states 
that data are “simulated” (middle of p. 2) based on “10, 20, and 30 
observations.”  Thus, are the data real or simulated?  If the data are 
simulated, then why are data from El-Hashash (2017) being used? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Are the authors willing to share a link to their computer code for generating these results? 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper is interesting and well-written. 
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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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