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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

Review of Mohunnad et al “Salt-tolerant triticale (X
Triticosecale Witt) cultivation in Jordan as a newforage crop”

General Comments

This manuscript provides an investigation of theepbal for
particular strains of triticale as an alternateparosalt affected
areas in Jordan. The results appear pertinenttaldarmers, and
the main questions—which are very practical in restuseem
clearly presented in the paper. Hence, any lack of
novelty/presentation style is easily ignorableasaf publication in
AJEA is concerned. However, the manuscript is ©oeptable for
publication in its current form because of largelgthodological
issues, many of which may be due to issues of ptaten. The
manuscript needs considerable work, and assessihamevision
would be needed to determine if there are truetisolsi to these
issues. | provide details of my assessment andhpaksuggestions
where possible.

| have two serious, general reservations aboumntiisuscript.
First, while the topic is simple and seems adedyatgoduced,
there is not enough detail provided in the Methsetgion to allow
the reader to either (i) understand exactly wha dane, (ii) allow
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for a critical evaluation of the results, or (iig) allow for other
researchers to replicate the methods. Second egradlage from the
general lack of content in the methods, is thattireent Methods
are unclearly presented. After reading the paprmaber of time, |
find it hard to answer questions like, what wasekperimental
design (?). What was the sample size? What trtistthins were
used and why, and where were they sourced from? W&
samples analyzed for various response variablesie Ttear, |
don't feel that the content of the paper can béuawed rigorously
as it stands. That being said, here are my othegrgecomments
for now.

The sample size appears to be two samples pgregitereal. If so
this would seem an unacceptable result for pulidinat wonder if
some figure(s) outlining the experimental desigmfework would
help make it clearer? Likewise, another suggestight be to
present some of the results as figure(s) with semee measure
reported.

A quick google scholar search suggests that tisecensiderably
more research on salt tolerant tricale than isasgmted here.
Maybe adding a few more references to provide corfive why
this is a novel research endeavor would help tipemp&ou
mention some comparative studies latter in the papech is odd
given the discussion of novelty in the introductiéitso, the title, is
this the first use of triticale in Jordan?

In the Results and Discussion you state that yoootstrate an

“influence of saline environment, genotype andrtirégeraction”
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on plant yield and yield quality. This sounds lik&ery interesting
finding, but where are the statistics to suppad statement. There
is even a representation of significant differericethe tables and
in the text yet there is no discussion of how Wes determined.
This cannot be assumed. A statistical model wihagistically
significant interaction term would be needed to entkiits claim and
| do not see statistics supporting any of the otfems made in the
discussion either.

1%

Are there controls in this experiment? | see tlaaldy is called a
control, which makes sense. However, the methagaatr
described sufficiently for me to know the experinaulesign. If
there are no controls (i.e., not a complete satatments) then
this needs to be made clear to the reader andgbesdion needs to
be clear about what the results actually say arat tie limitations
are. Just for my own clarity, not having controlsuld not really
change you result qualitatively since the goabimtrease crop
yield, but would mean that future researchers caoldnterpret
relative differences in responses or the impacdtsak had on the
triticale, for example. We also, then, don’t kndwhie results are
truly due to salt and to what degree there arer @ite effects
(although | agree with the authors, it can’t b@rayusly
evaluated.).

Finally, the Results and Discussion section sufiens a similar
degree vagueness as the Methods (and both als@ravenatical
issues throughout that contribute to this somewlkat) example, it
is often hard to determine if you are discussingryesults, the
results of another study, or if you are trying tonpare and
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contrast the two.

| think there is promise here in the paper andetlien lot of
interesting stuff here, and | amot recommending rejection
because | bet that many of these issues might &eowe by the
authors (e.g., what about combining harvest data fmultiple
years so that you could run a mixed model?). Howetlies
manuscript needs considerable work on both thengrénd the
analysis in order to be publishable.

Specific Comments

Abstract, line 2. “obvious,” suggest simply statimlgat you
mean.

Abstract, line 4. “defrag” probably to “frag.”

Abstract, last line. “part of seed production™part of the
seed production” ?

Introduction, line 6. Either “ cereals’ ” or “celléa

800 million hectare? Maybe it was supposed to €&y 8ee
(Tester, 2003) and related citations. Furthermites,
citation provided does not take me to somewhertl tten
easily check what you intended.

Introduction, line 9. “man-breed” to “man-bred.”

Introduction, P2, line 4. “stated” ? unsure whabeésng said
here.
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Introduction, P2, last sentence. Is there a citdio this
idea and the values? What is the range among dlgtic
lines?

Suggestion: it might help to state why NDF and ADE
important measurements.

NDF is given in parentheses multiple times, artiés
typed fully sometimes, and is given as NDF othmes.

Methods, line 6. “Mean an annual precipitatiGn”

Results and Discussion. “(Josephides 1992/199@)ubt
this is an acceptable citation format.

Results and Discussion, line one. Grammar

Methods: irrigations and treatments are unclegr, e.
“treated waste water conditions” ?

Results and Discussion, P1. Which are specificliesil
this study, and where are the statistics to badkep
assertions?

Results and Discussion, P2. This paragraph is ampbe of

where it is unclear what is a result of this studiat is a
result of the cited paper, and whether there isetbimg the
reader is supposed to take away from the comparison

Results and Discussion, P3. Is this a differerdys2WVery
unclear.
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- “significantly” implies some statistics were used.

- Conclusions, line 2. “forage” maybe further desenthat it

is forage for?

- Conclusions, line 6. Grammar issues, and then teisem

fragment.
- Conclusions, line 7. Grammar. “a further”
- Literature Cited and References — one or the other?
Literature

Tester, M. (2003) NaTolerance and NaTransport in Higher
Plants.Annals of Botany, 91, 503-527

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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