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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 

 

There are spacing issues all throughout the 

manuscript. Please take care of these carefully. 

 

In the introduction it seems like the crop quality was 

of much emphasis for sustainability and yet this 

paper does not really tackle food quality parameters. 

Clarify or revise! 

 

Line 20. The recommended treatment in the abstract 

was not exhausted in the R and D section and why it 

is the best (economically? sustainably? yield, 

availability of nutrients?) 

 

Line 36. Replace qualitative with high quality. 

Replace healthy food to nutrient requirement. 

 

Line 52 to 55. Very long and hard to understand of a 

statement. Simply and shortened. 

 

Line 59. I suggest showing a map and delete L1 and 

L2 as site representations. Use site names instead all 

throughout the manuscript. 

 

� What is the planting date? variety used 

� What are the weather conditions? Add 

additional weather data for these two sites 

especially rain, temperature, RH, PET, etc. 

 

Line 78. Replace worked into incorporated 
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By the way, I appreciate truly the intituiveness of 

your treatment name, great job! 

 

Can you specify what stage of the crop was the second 

broadcasting done?  

 

Line 83. revise into: soil auger from 0 to 30 cm depth 

before and after 

 

Table 1. Write H2O properly. 

 

Line 110. insert the word intial between the and 

chemical and delete “before the experiment” 

 

Table 3. Hard to read the column titles, delete the L1 

and L2.  

 

Line 144 In to in. 

 

Line 189. Define WAT, is it DAT? Still define it as Days 

after Transplanting. 

 

Line 215. Delete extra). 

 

Line 222. Incomplete sentence. Total what? 

 

Line 245 to 251. Needs to be revised and improved. It 

is not well put discussion. It seems to only report the 

extreme performance of treatments. It is 

recommended to talk about the different 

combinations of mineral and organic source and 

discuss its outcome. Discuss it in a way where the 

reader will understand why they perform or not.  

 

Your effort in balancing organic and inorganic 
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fertilizer source is not well put in the discussion 

especially that your recommendation is basically just 

back to plain inorganic source.  

 

It would be much nicer if you discuss about the 

potential of various fertilizer sources and what is its 

future in terms of yield and sustainability as you put 

in your introduction. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 
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