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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 
 

 
Interesting work and worthy content. Main changes are necessary. 

1) A table of material is lacking indicating exactly what ingredients are used. (see trace below) 
2) The statistical processing part is lacking in two senses: 

a) there is a lack of statistical processing at least among each of the 13 groups vs Control - this can be easily 
remedied by bolding mean values significantly above the Control;  

b) but moreover each T3-T14 must be contrasted to T2  because T2-T0 is truly chemical not biofertilizer effect 
- this can be easily remedied by putting and * when significant above the T2; 

  C) is missing a summary of the percentage incidence of the set of variables (which are positively correlated with 
each other) -this can be remedied by inserting a column on the right that shows the average of the percentage 
change as shown below in table. 
In this way it will be easier to express a summary of the results that on average improve by 29.4% + - 10.2%  vs 
T1  and 16.6%+-9.1% vs T2  in the result and in the abstract. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Giorgio Masoero 
Department, University & Country Italy 
 


