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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 
 

The manuscript concerns the comparison of the three 
bread wheat varieties sown at two different dates in two 
locations of Morocco. The text of the manuscript and 
methodology is correct, however, the methodology should 
be complemented with information such as: the sowing 
density, cultivation practice used, fertilization used 
(comments in the text). 
Description of the results is also not enough accurate 
(comments in the text). The data shown in the first and 
second figure are the same as in tables 4 and 5. 
Information presented in the figure should not be repeated 
in the table. I suggest you remove the figures 1 and 2, 
especially that in the text there is no reference to figure 2. 
Otherwise part of the data show as a figures and part of 
the data present in tables. 
Statistical analyses are correct. 
Chapter Conclusions is partly unclear (the first sentence is 
incorrectly formulated). 
All the references cited relevant and adequate. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

- Correct the References according to the requirements of 
the journal. 
- Correct the font to be uniform throughout the paper. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The manuscript needs language editing (comments in the 
text) 
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