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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 
 

The present manuscript is interesting, scientifically robust and technically sound. 

Abstract is clear, informative, brief and representative of the work and underlines the significance of the subject. 

Introduction is understandable and comprehensive exposing the topic to the reader. Purpose and objectives are 
clearly formulated and scientifically appropriate.  

The "Material and methods" used are accurate and correctly described. So described they allow experiment to be 
reproduced. Appropriate statistics was used. 

The results are interpreted exhaustively and clearly. They are discussed and compared with previous researches on 
the same topic. The findings are particularly valuable having in a mind importance of the crop studied. There are 
some inaccuracies and technical errors in "Results and discussion" section, which I have indicated in the applied file. 

Conclusions are based on the data, presented inside the manuscript.  

There are 57 references cited, which are relevant and adequat. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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