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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 

 

1. P 2, 2.2. Design and Layout of the Experiment: How many bulbs per pot? 
Assuming that there was one per pot: Three reps, using a Complete Randomized 
Blocks, leave a priori too small Degrees of Freedom number. The ANOVA test 
is therefore expected to be most insensitive to get meaningful conclusions as for 
the treatments' effectiveness.  
2. Table 2: The means do not contribute to understand the effect of the 
treatment, but the basal size does. The rule is that any piece of presentation 
should include ALL the info needed to understand its message. The discussion 
claims that larger bulbs would yield more leaves, with higher photosynthetic 
capability, which would ultimately yield larger bulbs. It is difficult to withdraw 
this conclusion based on Table 2. 
 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

1. P1, L33-35: Although number of pages is not limited, an attempt to save 
printed space is a logical request. Details of specific sites of onion cultivation in 
Ghana do not contribute to the message of this paper, not it is beneficial to the 
international reader. Suggestion: omit. 
2. P1, L 48-51: It is known that [6], large mother bulb...: Change sentence to: 
Large mother bulb... those of the latter [6]. 
3. P2, L53: Ref. No. 2&7 are the same. See General Comment no. 3. 
4. P2, L60-61: "Knowing the response of onion to drought stress in the Northern 
Region of Ghana will improve productivity of the crop in the area": Not 
necessarily: one is not the logical outcome of the other. Re-phrase. 
5. M&M, P 2, L71-72: Too many details about the geographic location do not 
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contribute, and not necessary. They occupy however print space. For minutes, 
change (1) with ('). 
6. P2, L80: cmol/kg. 
7. L 187: (p < 0.05). 
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Optional/General 

comments 

 

1. Abstract, conclusion: Although this is a scientific study, the aims are to test 
agronomic practices. Logic says that recommending larger bulbs means higher 
costs. An economic evaluation would be beneficial. 
2. P1, L37-40: This info looks like as taken from popular science sources. The 
editorial board should consider if they encourage such material in this journal. 
The paper could 'survive' without it.  
3. Reference order list: The references are listed according to their citation order 
in the text. Yet, I believe that, once a reference is cited and got a running 
number, it is clearer to refer to it by using that number when referred to later. 
Still, this is a matter of style policy of the journal. 
4. Although there is no page limit, authors should adapt a space-saving style.  
5. An ANOVA table may serve as a useful tool to evaluate the significance of 
the measured results. Use of SE with three replications, when a multi-factorial 
trial is applied, seems insufficient. 
6. It is not entirely clear what were the agricultural aims of the study: Green 
leaf production? Onion bulb production? Probably not seed production, as this 
parameter was not tested, even number of tillers was measured. No surprise in a 
positive correlation between bulb initial size and leaf production but what about 
the gain/loss in bulb weight/size under the different regimes? If this is one of the 
aims, the reader might find it difficult to withdraw this info from the presented 
results (see Table 2). Furthermore: If the leaf production was on the expense of 
storage in the bulb, the results should show it. Which brings us to the basic 
problem: As larger bulbs are presumably more expensive to start with, what is 
the economically optimal size of planted onion bulbs under the studied 
conditions? 
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