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Very interesting research and useful for the industry. However, my concerns
are below:

The title is too long and lack clarity. | suggest changing to “Effect of different
sources and application method of potassium on the nutrient status of
calcareous soil, and carrot root yield and quality”

Abstract needs to be re-written. Author mentioned 1 and 2 as
rates...meaning?

Compost was not in the title and yet it was part of the treatments.

What do you mean by non-significant for most of the treatments in the
abstract?

Introduction: Lacks clarity. Excessive use of “the” making reading very
difficult. Some statements are not relevant. Grammar and sentence structure
needs to be corrected throughout the text. Objective not clear and the last
paragraph are not helpful.

Materials and Methods: This section is not detailed enough for replication.
Amount of treatments were mentioned but not rates...are they per ha or
what? Description of experimental treatments were not clear. What do you
mean by: ...sowing was done in 2016 and/or 2017? Why do you have
different rates for K20 for the different K sources? IT must be the same for
comparison. What are the specifications of the instruments used? This is a

3-factor experiment, but the author used split-plot, which | am concern about.

Also, the statistical analysis did not account for any interactions. | am
therefore, not convinced with the presented results and discussion and
conclusion.
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