
SDI Review Form 1.6

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (2nd June, 2012)

PART 1:Journal Name: American Journal of Experimental AgricultureManuscript Number: 2013_AJEA_3756Title of the Manuscript:
Comparison of Different Parameters for Evaluation of Slow-blasting Resistance in Rice

General guideline for Peer Review process is available in this link:
(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline)

 This form has total 7 parts. Kindly note that you should use all the parts of this review form.



SDI Review Form 1.6

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (2nd June, 2012)

PART 2: Review Comments
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Compulsory REVISION comments This data set is very interesting to analyse becauseexperiments to evaluate rice partial resistance to blast onsuch a long period are no sow frequent. But, the dataanalyses carried out are not really appropriate to reachthe objective which was to “identify the most suitableparameter for easy and quick identification of slow-blasting resistant rice genotypes”. The analyses are toodescriptive. There is no test to measure if a givenparameter is better than another one to rank correctlythe varieties for their partial resistance to blast. Theexpected and measured partial resistance are notcompared. In addition, some analyses are clearly missing.MANOVA could be tried. It would provide much moreinformation on the importance of each parameter. Itwould also allow testing the effect of years. Such adataset allows to test if the resistance of a particularaccession changed over time.Most of the time only average values are provided.Standard deviation or any other indication of thevariation of the mean must be provided and used todetermine if average values are statistically significant.One major problem with this type of experiment is thatthe inoculum is not controlled and the composition of thepathogen population attacking is unknown. Therefore,the resistance observed is the result of partial resistanceand of complete (usually specific) resistance. This shouldbe clearly mentioned and taken into account whenanalysing and discussing the results.
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Minor REVISION comments All along the manuscript: I am not sure cafeteria isappropriate in this context.I suggest using Partial resistance instead of slow-blastingand rate reducing, and Complete resistance instead ofvertical resistance. These expressions are morecommonly used.Abstract: I suggest mentioning that you testedcorrelations between parameters.21 “tested”32 Curious way of presenting. Four groups are definedbut they are grouped in two groups. Are there 4 or 2groups?34 Most abbreviations are not self-explanatory andshould be defined. Or, the information should besummarized.39 Already mentioned in the previous sentence.57-58 The difference between the first two methods isunclear.72 Discrete83 PCA of what parameters?93-96 And so what?107 Where is this information? How is specific resistanceto blast taken into account in such an evaluation?118 Please specify the growing conditions: irrigated orrainfed.122 How did you decide that the epidemic was complete?When was scoring carried out for disease severity?123 This ref is old and may be difficult to obtain. So,please, briefly describe the method.216-218 Show the data.226-234 Show the data.374 Using your data, you could also test if scoring every4, 6 or 8 days is sufficient to evaluate partial resistance.Based on the data provided in Table 1 Tiace should be in
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group A.Correlation between parameters measures: what aboutusing all the data not only the average values?Variation between seasons and years (indicative ofvariations of the pathogen population?).Repeat factorial analysis without the three accessions ofgroup A.Clustering not so obvious in fig 1 and 2. C and D are justone group.Fig 3 Average is not enough. Add standard deviation.
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