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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

There are a lot of grammatical mistakes. English proofreading and editing need to be 
concerned. I strongly advise that the author revises the manuscript and resubmits after 
finishing the complete version.  
 
Using all abbreviations should indicate the full name in the first time and not necessary to 
use the full name in another time.  

- Double haploids (DHs) which present in line7, it is not necessary to use full name 
again in line 22 and 23.  

- 2,4-D should be 2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2,4-D) in line 108, but in line 109 
should be only 2,4-D. 
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In line 97, NH4+ should be NH4

+. 
 
Figure 1 is not necessary to show. The headline in the second box and the third box are 
not clear. 
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