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Optional/General comments 
 

While I appreciate the care with which it was carried out, I have several limitations. The 
interpretations of systematic methodologies and critical data may be further improved. The 
use of monitoring information and practical mass balance may be needed. In view of 
environmental factors, its differential meaning (compared to previous ones) may be 
interconnectively discussed with additive information. The form of presentation may be 
reorganized and improved. 

Interpretation: a careful revision in the data interpretation was carried out in 
order to follow the reviewer recommendations. Mass evaluation: the authors 
understand the mass variables would be of no value to the interpretation of 
results. Mass variables use to have a high variation in disease incidence 
experiments, giving a poor information. Environmental factors: the difference 
among treatments from distinct environments were further discussed in order 
to follow the reviewer recommendations. Form of presentation: the authors 
have made improvements in the form of presentation in order to follow the 
reviewer recommendation 
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