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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. Introduction. Production data form year 2016 are provided. Please update the information by using current 
FAO statistical databases. 

2. Materials and Methods. Description of the experimental site. Please provide geographic coordinates of the 
experimental site, rather than the name of neighbor towns/cities. 

3. Materials nd Methods. Climate. Provide description of the climate at the specific site or region where the 
trial was carried out. Please mention the frame time (year/month) when the experiment was established. 

4. Materials and Methods. Authors applied a uniform supplement of fertilizer to the treatments, except for the 
control. Why was the control excluded? 

5. Materials and Methods. Economic analysis. Include a foot note for showing the exchange rate UTB:US 
Dollars. 

6. Results and Discussion. The first couple of paragraphs of this section are misplaced, this information does 
not correspond to experimental data; thus, it should be included into the Materials and Methods section for 
describing the soils of the experimental site. 

7. Results and Discussion. Information provided in Tables is unnecessarily repeated in text. In this section 
preferably discuss trends and provide explanations on the underlying causes of those results. 

8. Conclusion. The first four lines of this section do not correspond to true conclusions. Information on soil 
properties was not experimental data. It was not included in the objectives of the study. Results are only 
applicable to the area where they were obtained. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
English writing should be revised by a native speaker of that language. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The study was presumably established in a single environment and year, which constitutes a substantial weakness. 
The manuscript does not meet the level of rigor necessary to be considered a scientific article. In case of acceptance, it 
should be published as a scientific note.  
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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) 
 
 

 
 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Amalio Santacruz-Varela 
Department, University & Country Colegio de Postgraduados, Mexico 
 


