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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 

 

o Make more attention for the English.  

o Revise all the references cited within the manuscript. 

Make sure that all references are cited with the same 

style. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Introduction:  

Introduction is too long. It should be shortened. 

2. Materials and Methods: 

o Insert the equation used to calculate the irrigation 

efficiency of the irrigation system; 

o Insert the equation used to calculate the gravimetric 

water content of soil cores; 

o The equation used to calculate WUE should be 

included in the Material and Methods part; 

3. Results and discussion: 

o The data used in this study are well controlled and 

robust in order to prove the effect of the surfactant 

to increase the yield of alfalfa; 

o However authors do not provide relevant and 

current references during the discussion of results; 

o During the discussion, make good use of the results 

presented in tables and figures; 

o The statistical analysis performed in this study is 

good, but the results should be more interpreted 

and discussed. 

 

4. Conclusions: 

o Most of the conclusions and not supported by data 

presented inside the manuscript; 
o Conclusions must be shortened to indicate the most 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

relevant data and its explanation. 

5. References: 

o All the references are not adequate. Please writhe all 

the references with the same style as described in: 
http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=general-

guideline-for-authors 

 

Optional/General comments 
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