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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 paper is important because it provides information for the multiplication of spores of 
Septoria lycopersici, fundamental for the research on methods of control of this fungic 
agent in tomato 
The objective of work is clear and precise 
The materials and methods are poorly developed does not present the experimental design 
nor the methodology for the analysis of the results 
The results are clearly presented as well as the statistical analysis used. Materials and 
methods should be included in the number of repetitions per treatment and analysis 
methodology. 
There is no discussion of results and the conclusions are extremely poor 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The research generated important information which is poorly developed in the paper. the 
discussion of the presented results is missing and the conclusions are extended. 
The bibliographic review is very poor 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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