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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 
 

 Introduction - First paragraph: The reference on production data is out of date. I recommend citing a current 
bibliographic reference source; 

 Introduction - Second paragraph: It is necessary to cite a reference (scientific literature) for the exposed data; 

 Introduction - Fifth paragraph: It is necessary to cite a reference (scientific literature) for information on the performance 
of nutrients; 

 Materials and Methods – It is necessary to describe the number of replicates of evaluated plants, as well as the 
experimental design; 

 Results and Discussion: Substitute the word parameter for variable. Parameter has statistical connotation; 

 Results and discussion: The results do not have statistical support, as no statistical analysis was performed. Thus, the 
comparison between treatments becomes invalid. I recommend performing analysis, for later description of the results. 
Despite this, I believe that the discussion is well-founded. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 Review scientific literature references and the methodology used (design and analysis). 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 Compliance with the suggested recommendations is essential for the quality of the manuscript. 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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