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	[bookmark: PART__1:_Comments_]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.
	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because as hydroponics continues to increase as a food production method it is important to understand ways to improve the quality and consistency of the produce and improve environmental sustainability. This manuscript provides solid evidence that natural biostimulants can replace a certain percentage (50%, in this case) of a standard synthetic fertilization regime while maintaining - or even improving - quality. The researcher tested multiple metrics that convey the quality of the product - fenugreek. The researcher also tested 5 different biostimulant regimes against the control of 100% synthetic fertilizer.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	could consider a change. The current title includes the phrase “Hydroponic System”, where personally consider the “system” as the physical hardware - tanks, rafts, pumps, aeration devices,
controlled-environment. The author could consider different phrasing like “Hydroponic Trials” or “Hydroponic Production” which - in my mind - refer more to the unique production method - fertilizers, lighting, germination and transplant methods, crops cultivated - than the physical hardware.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 is comprehensive, but the wording could suggest that a 100% synthetic fertilizer was compared to 100% biofertilizer regimes. could consider altering the wording to clarify that a 100% synthetic fertilizer was compared to 50 / 50 synthetic fertilizer / biofertilizer treatments.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From the information provided, the manuscript seems scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are sufficient and recent.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments_]Optional/General comments
	mentions a 12-14 hour photoperiod. It could be useful to add the lighting method, was this natural greenhouse sunlight, or artificial lighting?
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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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