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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 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The manuscript presented relevant information about the role of weeds and cultivated 
crops as alternative hosts for the viruses that cause Maize Lethal Necrosis Disease. I 
suggest to summarize the information of tables 5,6,7, 8 and 9 in only 3 tables. The reason 
is because the information about distribution of weeds and cultivated crops in the different 
agroecological zones were already demonstrated in tables 3 and 4. Therefore, one table 
should show the distribution of weeds/cultivated crops along the seasons, other table 
should show the distribution of viruses along the agroecological zones and other table 
could summarize the detection of viruses per weed and cultivated crop in order to improve 
the understanding of the manuscript. Other suggestion or corrections are pointed out in the 
manuscript.  
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