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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 of the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

This research topic is relevant. However many sentences are difficult to understand and 
their grammatical arrangement should be improved.  
 
There are some things compulsory to be revised: 
1. The consistency of writing the scientific name of bacteria, sometimes Ralstonia 

pseudosolanacearum and Ralstonia solanacearum, sometimes Ralstonia 
pseudosolanacerum and Ralstonia solanacerum. Please write the right name and 
always keep same. 

2. In introduction part, line 20: the sentence “this cultivation” refers to what, is it to tomato 
or tobacco and potato? Make the correct and clear sentence. 

3. In introduction part, line 32: I think in this topic the terms of adaptability is not needed, 
you must change it with a relevant statement in accordance with the objective and 
discussion of this research. 

4. In material and methods part: organize in sequence how this research is done and what 
materials are used. 

5. In material and methods part, 2.2 part: a sentence in line 98-100 it needs reference(s). 
Formulas in line 100 and 108, do not make it include in sentence but put it below so 
clearly see. 

6. In results and discussion part: the discussion is still lacking, it only describes the result 
from table and graph. For example, line 182-185 and 191-196 there is no discussion 
compares or aligns with the study of others already done, so that will enrich the study 
and reference. 

7. Line 221-223: the results are based on what? 
8. In conclusion part: why genotypes 5, 11 and 43 did not mention in conclusion? because 

in line 193 and 225 it mentions as most wanted and good genotypes. 
9. In references part: some references listed the year of publication are not written down. 

The consistency of the bibliography literature format. Please check and correct it.   
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. In keywords part, abstract part: first keyword is Solanum lycopersicum, from the whole 
of manuscript there is no mention this word, author just mention tomato without the 
scientific name, replace it into “tomato” or add “Solanum lycopersicum” in title or 
introduction if you still want to use, as well as other keywords please adjust. For 
example, you can use “gge biplot”, “reml/blup”, etc. 

2. In introduction part: First and second paragraph can join, it is too short as a paragraph. 
3. Line 169: is that true the acronym is AEV? 
4. In conclusion part: make it become a paragraph. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Acceptable with that revision 
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