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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Addressing the persistent yield gap in sub-Saharan African agriculture requires moving beyond generalized fertilizer applications. This manuscript provides valuable, localized empirical data on the efficacy of supplementing standard NPK blends with secondary macronutrients (Sulphur, Magnesium) and micronutrients (Zinc, Boron) in the semi-deciduous forest zone of Ghana. By demonstrating significant improvements in maize growth metrics and grain yield when these specific nutrients are introduced to depleted soils, the study offers practical pathways to update outdated fertilizer recommendations. Ultimately, this research directly supports broader goals of resource optimization, sustainable food security, and poverty reduction (SDG 1 and 2) in nutrient-constrained regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is broadly suitable, but it could be more precise. The study explicitly tests secondary macronutrients (Sulphur and Magnesium) alongside micronutrients (Boron and Zinc) , but the title only mentions "micronutrient fertilizer amendments".

· Suggested Alternative: "Effect of NPK, Secondary Macronutrient, and Micronutrient Fertilizer Amendments on the Growth and Yield of Maize in the Semi-Deciduous Zone of Ghana.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a good overview but requires streamlining for clarity.

· Deletions/Revisions: The sentence phrasing "...increase in growth and yield with a 5% probability of nutrient application" is confusing and scientifically awkward. It should likely state that the increases were statistically significant at a 5% probability level (p < 0.05). Additionally, listing the full, highly complex nutrient ratios (e.g., "150-90-45+18S+9MgO+2.7B+2.25Zn") in the abstract makes it difficult to read.

· Additions: I recommend simplifying the treatment descriptions in the abstract to focus on the overarching categories (e.g., "NPK supplemented with secondary and micronutrients") and reporting the percentage yield increases alongside the absolute values (e.g., 4.09 t/ha vs 1.83 t/ha) to highlight the core findings more effectively.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the underlying agronomic science and methodology appear sound. The study utilizes a standard Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) with adequate replication. The agronomic practices, including spacing, weeding, and pest control, are appropriate for maize trials. The soil physicochemical analytical methods utilized (e.g., Walkley-Black for organic carbon, Bray's No. 1 for phosphorus) are scientifically established and correct. The use of ANOVA and LSD at a 5% probability level for data analysis is standard and appropriate for this experimental design
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and cover the necessary theoretical background. The authors include recent and highly relevant citations (e.g., Zhang et al., 2022; Kihara et al., 2020). However, several methodological citations are quite old (dating back to the 1970s and 1980s). While these represent foundational methods, ensuring the most up-to-date regional soil survey data is cited would strengthen the paper's current relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally understandable but requires minor copyediting for flow, precision, and grammatical correctness before publication. For example, phrasing like "The amelioration of soil nutrient imbalances and deficiencies in the region may account for the increase..." is slightly passive. Ensuring consistent terminology (e.g., standardizing how fertilizer ratios are written throughout the text) will vastly improve the manuscript's professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The data presented in the results section, particularly Table 4, is incredibly dense. To make the findings more accessible and impactful, I strongly recommend converting some of the key yield and growth parameters (such as grain weight and SPAD meter readings) into bar charts or line graphs. Visual representation of this data would allow readers to immediately grasp the performance differences between the basic NPK treatments and the fortified blends.

The methodology is solid and the findings are highly relevant to regional soil fertility management. However, the manuscript requires minor revisions for language clarity, restructuring of the abstract, and better visual presentation of the dense tabular data before it is ready for final publication.)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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