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Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Language requires a major improvement.

| cannot understand the meaning of “soil drenching” in title.

The objectives are partly not adequate. This is the case of proposing to study the effects of
foliar K applications on soil characteristics! Soil characteristics are not expected to vary
with foliar applications. This could be interesting if the purpose of the study was to evaluate
the effects of plant exudates after a foliar K fertilization. As well as, it is not well justified the
use of a compost (not characterized, and no information on rate used), superphosfate and
urea as basal applications in all plots.

References used for K use efficiency determination are not appropriate. Please, see Moll et
al. (1982). Agron J 74, and Carranca (2012). Sustainable Agriculture Reviews.
Introduction is very weak and keywords should avoid repeating words in the title.
Comments on results are deficiently addressed with some wrong interpretation.

Discussion is very poor and mostly does not justify present data.

Finally, Conclusions require a major revision because the effects on soil characteristics are
not relevant.

Tables should include footnotes with legends for symbols used and statistical treatment.
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