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Overall, I have a problem with the starting hypothesis of this 

work; it presumes reduction in solar radiation (as simulated 

by the shading experiment) is the expected scenario under 

climate change. But this is not the case. Other specific issues 

are: (1) Introduction lacks freshness and originality and it’s 

too long (2) Methodology section lacks clarity in most cases. 

For instance, (a) authors say they uses split-plot design but fail 

to indicate the main-plot and sub-plot factors (b) A replication 

of n=3 for a plot experiments is too small, especially when 

using a split-plot design (results in too low degree of freedom), 

(c) a row spacing of 0.25cm does not make sense and (d) 

statistical analysis section is not described clearly and 

properly. (3) No indication of statistical significance on the 

results (tables) and discussions are out of sync with results, in 

most cases and (4) There is no need to do a test to reach at a 

conclusion like the authors’ because what they wrote is just a 

common knowledge. Details are to be found in the pdf 

document. 
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