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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	To mention the importance of the document, it is in the evaluation of bean cultivation to see its viability in production, taking into account the physiological and temporal parameters in the stages.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title reflects the evaluation of performance, however, they not only evaluated performance but also physiological parameters.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes., 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	As a general comment, I believe the characteristics of each season should be included. It is mentioned that it is seasonal and irrigated, but it is not clear whether the agroclimatic conditions are the same. My comment is based on experience that both production systems can have different agroclimates, even though they are relatively close: approximately 30 km.
The bibliographic review mentions performance but does not specify how much. It would be interesting to compare what was found in the bibliography with the results of the experiment.
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