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Journal Name: American Journal of Experimental Agriculture  
Manuscript Number: MS: 2012/AJEA/1714  
Title of the Manuscript:  Genotype by Environment (G x E) Modeling of the Var iable Initiation of Parthenocarpy sensu stricto in Musa:  

Elucidation of the Environmental Components of Vari able Expressivity of Parthenocarpy in a Facultative  
apomictic Musa acuminata Subspecies Microcarpa Model System. 
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PART B: Review Comments  
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with 

reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part and write here 
‘Corrected’/ if not agreed, give suitable 
justifications) 

General comment:  
 

Manuscript needs professional English editing. As w ritten it may 
be difficult its reading. The author(s) use(s) a wo rdy, verbose 
language. A straight to the point write-up will fac ilitate 
understanding of this manuscript 

 

Specific comments:  Author(s) should define acronyms at first use and thereafter always 
write then unless starting a paragraph 
 
The species names should be written following the known rules 
 
The names cited in text lack consistency: author(s) wrote them either 
in small caps or with big and small letters 

 

Title and abstract  Long title with buzzwords that do not seem to be used rightly. 
 
The abstract should clearly state the research rationale, establish 
hypothesis and indicate what biological questions this research aims 
to address.  
 
Keyword list should follow alphabetical order 

 

Introduction  (Is the problem/objective of this study original, 
important and well defined?) 

Lines 80 to 91 do not belong to this section but as a concluding remark 
in the Discussion section 

 

Are all the references cited relevant, adequate? Are there 
any other suitable current references authors need to cite? 

  

Materials & methods  (Kindly comment on the suitability of 
the methods. Sufficient details of the methods should be 
provided to allow peers to evaluate and/or replicate the 
work) 

Onne is note a proper rainforest cite but a degraded forest margin 
 
The Materials and methods section include repetitive text. It may be 
shortened 
 
The seasons of recording data or the cycle of production (plant crops, 
ratoon 1, ratoon 2…) are more important for measuring traits in a 
perennial crop such as Musa 
 
Predicting phenotypes as per the method used does not seem to be 
robust because it will require data for modelling and independent data 
for verifying such a model, which should be based on best linear 
unbiased predictors (BLUP) 
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Results & discussion  (Kindly comment on: 1. Are the data 
well controlled and robust? 2. Authors should provide 
relevant references during discussion. 3. Discussion and 
conclusions should be based on actual facts and figures. 
Biased claims should be pointed out. 4. Are statistical 
analyses must for this paper? If yes, have sufficient and 
appropriate statistical analyses been carried out?)  

As noted above (M&M) this referee has doubts if the appropriate data 
recorded and analyses done for some of the statements made in both 
sections, especially the Discussion that seem to be very speculative 
and trying to extrapolate results to other species that are not even 
related to Musa 

 

Are there any ethical or competing interest issues?  None to the best of my knowledge  

Conclusion  (Is the conclusion supported by the data, 
discussed inside the manuscript? Conclusions should not 
be biased and should be based on the data, presented 
inside the manuscript only) 

No as indicated above  

References Vuylsteke 1990 missing in list  
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