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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

1. The choice of treatment was not adequate. Many 

groups of treatments (cultivars, densities and 

transplanting) were used and this made it difficult to 

interpret the results. There was an attempt to solve 

many problems at once and this hindered the 

achievement of objectives; 

2. In sweet corn, the product quality is very 

important and it has not been evaluated. Maximum 

yields do not always provide the best return. 
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1. The findings should have a direct and strong 

relationship with the research goals; 

2. The Introduction chapter must have a logical sequence. 

The available literature should be better exploited; 

3. Climate data do not represent results and therefore 

should not be included in Results; 

4. Much of the text of the Discussion chapter  is not 

discussion of results; 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Anonymous Reviewer   

 


