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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment  

 
 
This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The Topic, Abstract, 
Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, 1 Table, 8 Figures, Conclusion 
and  
References are all of acceptable standard. A few suggestions are pointed out.  

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 
No compulsory revision comment.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1.  

 
The following could be effected as -  

1. Between Lines 9 and 10: in the ABSTRACT -  
- randomized ‘complete’ block design  
- leaf tissue; ‘mass’ of dry matter of panicle, stem, leaf and grain yield.  
- The model with higher ‘R2’ in the 

2. Line 11: Keywords: Amaranthus cruentus, biomass and grain yield, phosphate. 
3. Line 41: In the literature, ‘there are’ reported cases 
4. Line 44: in succession, ‘when’ aiming at 
5. Line 49:  MATERIAL’S’ as – 2. MATERIALS AND METHODS  
6. Line 58: randomized ‘complete’ blocks,  
7. In Lines 127, 150, 162: Could put as – ‘P2O5 , g kg-1 , kg ha-1

 ’ etc. 
8. Line 133: Could change 'BRS Joy', to 'BRS Alegria', 
9. Line 175: Could delete – ‘in Malaysia,’ as -  in Malaysia, [17] they   
10. In Lines 235, 261: Could add name of country as - Natal, Brazil, - Viçosa, Brazil,  

(since it is a thesis not Journal)  
11. Line 270: Could insert ‘r’ as – Journal  
12. Line 317: Could insert ‘p’ as – Phosphate-fertilizer-   

 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
Good work. 
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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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