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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

In abstract:

1)The concept of PSB should be written.

2)The difference in the results of years after the review should be mentioned.

In introduction:

1) The information related to the role of sulfur and potassium should be added using newer sources.

2) The goal or objectives of the project should be mentioned.
In materials and methods:

1)The characteristics of the soil in the first and second year before cultivation should be stated more clearly.

2)Table 1: The meaning of the numbers 20, 40 and 60 in sulfur and potassium should be stated in the footer of the table.
3) State the sources of potassium and sulfur fertilizers as well as the amount of PSB consumed.

4) The irrigation status or the amount of rainfall during the growth period (for both years) should be mentioned.

In the results and discussion:

1) The variance analysis table should be added along with the statistical comparison of two years.

2) In tables number 3 and 4, while correcting the table number in the text, make a statistical comparison between the results of the
first and second years.

3) Itis necessary to discuss more (in other words, no discussion was done).
In conclusion:

1) After doing the above, it should be written more completely.

References:

1) Newer (last 5 years) and related sources should be added.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

feedback here)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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