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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 
 

1. Conclusion in Abstract so be more specific 
2. Most citations in Introduction are not related to the topic of the experiment. 

Please add new citation related to the topic and omit the ones which are not 
related. Please, more specific to the calcium nitrate and leafy parsley. 

3. The objective of the experiment is unclear. Please rewrite. 
4. The material method should be more comprehensive to be reproducible. 

Replication of the treatment is not stated clearly; Weight of soil used in the 
experiment is also not defined clearly. Please rewrite the material and 
method. 

5. The experiment only have 4 treatments, therefore, the validity to use Anova 
analysis is questionable. 

6. It is extremely short of result and discussion. The author has only shortly 
described the data without any discussion and comparison to similar 
experiment. The important finding was not explored at all.  

7. The conclusion is poorly written. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
1. The manuscript is poorly written and the author did not explain clearly what the 

importance of the experiment and the findings. 
2. If the manuscript will be published, it should be totally repaired. 
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