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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

1.- Yes, an over view of the state of art is essential to give an vision of new areas of 
opportunity for development of new projects.  
2.-  yes 
3.- No, it didn’t represent all the information in text.  
4.- No. 
5.- Yes. 
6.- No, there were references with more than 15 or 20 years old.  
The structure of subsections could be more compact, some sections only mentioned 
previous works but didn’t develop it or explain the mechanism of action.  
In the antibiotic section it wasn’t clear when are talking about the mechanism of action and 
when were you talking about each one of the antimicrobial peptides “in general”.  
The structure of the antimicrobial peptides wasn’t the same, some were extensive and other 
didn’t say nothing. 
The use of antibiotics like synonymous of antifungal or antiviral isn’t correct.  
Some explanations for the biological compounds didn’t mention the direct effect against 
phytopathogens.  
There was a mix between the antimicrobial peptides section and culture control examples. 
The induction of resistance is a physics effect, itself is a section. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

Some scientific names weren’t in italics and some weren’t correctly write. 
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