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PART 2: 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. Material and Methods part is very confusing anddifficult to comprehend. Please be more specific anddescriptive with the layout of the experiments.Maybe a figure or a flowchart would help to get abetter understanding of the experiment.
2. The Results chapter is too long, monotonous, andrepetitive. Please reorganise it (for example N

treatment, Green manure treatment and Combined
treatments like in the Discussion part) andsignificantly (at least by 50%) shorten it.  Avoidusing filling sentences like the starting sentence ofeach subchapter (lines 119, 131, 150, etc.)

3. Discussion. Please shorten. Avoid using “geneticallysuperior” expression (line 335) and contradictingyourself in the next sentence (line 339) or inconclusion. The organisation of the chapter is verygood. The conclusion is not very good. A conclusiveparagraph with the take home message, highlightingthe relevance of this study, seems missing at themoment.
4. Tables. Too much information presented in not avery good way. The tables should contain much moredescription, thus to be more self-explanatory.What is the meaning of the  SE± row in all tables?Why there is no relation between the data from theTables 5 and 6? Where the numbers of the Table 6come from? But the layout of the Table 6 to my mindis the best for this study. Please, average annual datasets and present all the tables from 2 to 5 like the

The needed information has been added toremove the confusion.
The reorganization has been done as
demanded by the reviewer. The results
have been shortened as required. The
filling sentences have been removed.

The discussion has been shortened as
demanded. The contradicting sentence has
been removed.

The conclusion has been rewritten to carry
the take home message.
There is nothing wrong with the table. It is
self- explanatory.
SE± means standard error. SE± has to be
there because the differences among
treatment means were separated using
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test (DMRT).
The relationship between Table 5 and
Table 6 (now Table 11) has been
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table 6 (average±SE), so the reader can see theinteraction from the very beginning. established. Table 6 (now Table 11) format
is used only for interactions. Thus, it
cannot be used for main effect table.

Minor REVISION comments
Optional/General comments .


