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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Recent and timely for publication
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES but consider adding the following to make the manuscript more unique and standard

1) The manuscript discusses nutrient stress in degraded soils but does not address the epigenetic mechanisms by which plants adapt to nutrient limitation and other environmental stresses. In Section 4 (Discussion), add: "Plants grown on nutrient-depleted Ultisols experience multiple stresses that affect growth and yield. Beyond the immediate physiological responses measured in this study, plants also employ epigenetic mechanisms—including DNA methylation, histone modifications, and non-coding RNAs—to adapt to nutrient stress conditions (10.3390/plants13020163). These epigenetic modifications can modulate the expression of nutrient transporters, stress-responsive genes, and metabolic pathways, potentially explaining the observed numerical differences in sweet potato performance among treatments despite the lack of statistical significance. Understanding the epigenetic basis of sweet potato responses to organic fertilization could inform breeding and management strategies for improving adaptation to degraded soils."
2) The manuscript focuses on traditional organic fertilizers but does not discuss emerging nanotechnology-based approaches for crop improvement and stress mitigation, which could provide complementary strategies for sustainable agriculture. In Section 1 (Introduction), after discussing organic fertilizers, add: "Beyond traditional organic amendments, emerging nanotechnology-based approaches offer new avenues for enhancing crop productivity and stress tolerance. Nanoparticle formulations can improve nutrient delivery efficiency, enhance plant defense responses, and reduce environmental losses associated with conventional fertilizers (10.1007/s11483-025-09953-y). While the present study focuses on pig manure and liquid organic fertilizer, future research could explore the integration of nanoparticle-based nutrient carriers with organic amendments to achieve synergistic effects on sweet potato growth and yield in nutrient-depleted Ultisols."
3) The manuscript discusses soil properties but does not mention advanced sensor technologies for monitoring soil water content, which is critical for nutrient availability and crop growth in sandy loam soils. In Section 2.1 (Experimental Site) or Section 4, add: "The sandy loam texture of the experimental soil (79.08% sand) has implications for water retention and nutrient availability, both of which influence sweet potato growth. Advanced soil water content measurement technologies based on dielectric properties offer opportunities for precision monitoring of soil moisture dynamics in such light-textured soils (10.3390/rs16081328). Integrating such sensor-based approaches with organic fertilizer management could optimize irrigation scheduling and nutrient availability, potentially enhancing the performance of sweet potato on degraded Ultisols. Future research should explore the use of dielectric sensors to understand the interactions between soil water dynamics, organic matter amendments, and sweet potato root development."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	1) Section 2.2 states that pig manure was applied at 5 tons/ha and Monty liquid fertilizer at 1 ml per liter of water, but the manuscript does not justify these rates. Are these rates based on previous studies, manufacturer recommendations, or local practices? The discussion should address whether higher application rates might have produced different results. Add justification for the chosen application rates in Section 2.2, citing relevant literature or local recommendations. Discuss whether the rates were intended to be comparable in terms of nutrient supply.
2) Table 2 presents the chemical properties of pig manure, but no corresponding information is provided for Monty liquid fertilizer. Without this information, readers cannot compare the nutrient content of the two organic fertilizers or understand why Monty performed differently. Add a table showing the chemical composition of Monty liquid fertilizer (N, P, K, pH, organic matter, etc.) or cite a manufacturer's specification if available. If this information is not available, state this as a limitation
3) Section 2.8.3 presents the formula for LAI (LA/P) but does not describe how total leaf area per plant was measured. Was leaf area measured directly (e.g., using a leaf area meter) or estimated using a non-destructive method? This information is essential for reproducibility. Add details on leaf area measurement methodology in Section 2.8.3, including the number of leaves measured per plant and the calculation method.
4) The manuscript discusses nutrient stress in degraded soils but does not address the epigenetic mechanisms by which plants adapt to nutrient limitation and other environmental stresses. In Section 4 (Discussion), add: "Plants grown on nutrient-depleted Ultisols experience multiple stresses that affect growth and yield. Beyond the immediate physiological responses measured in this study, plants also employ epigenetic mechanisms—including DNA methylation, histone modifications, and non-coding RNAs—to adapt to nutrient stress conditions (10.3390/plants13020163). These epigenetic modifications can modulate the expression of nutrient transporters, stress-responsive genes, and metabolic pathways, potentially explaining the observed numerical differences in sweet potato performance among treatments despite the lack of statistical significance. Understanding the epigenetic basis of sweet potato responses to organic fertilization could inform breeding and management strategies for improving adaptation to degraded soils."
5) The manuscript focuses on traditional organic fertilizers but does not discuss emerging nanotechnology-based approaches for crop improvement and stress mitigation, which could provide complementary strategies for sustainable agriculture. In Section 1 (Introduction), after discussing organic fertilizers, add: "Beyond traditional organic amendments, emerging nanotechnology-based approaches offer new avenues for enhancing crop productivity and stress tolerance. Nanoparticle formulations can improve nutrient delivery efficiency, enhance plant defense responses, and reduce environmental losses associated with conventional fertilizers (10.1007/s11483-025-09953-y). While the present study focuses on pig manure and liquid organic fertilizer, future research could explore the integration of nanoparticle-based nutrient carriers with organic amendments to achieve synergistic effects on sweet potato growth and yield in nutrient-depleted Ultisols."
6) The manuscript discusses soil properties but does not mention advanced sensor technologies for monitoring soil water content, which is critical for nutrient availability and crop growth in sandy loam soils. In Section 2.1 (Experimental Site) or Section 4, add: "The sandy loam texture of the experimental soil (79.08% sand) has implications for water retention and nutrient availability, both of which influence sweet potato growth. Advanced soil water content measurement technologies based on dielectric properties offer opportunities for precision monitoring of soil moisture dynamics in such light-textured soils (10.3390/rs16081328). Integrating such sensor-based approaches with organic fertilizer management could optimize irrigation scheduling and nutrient availability, potentially enhancing the performance of sweet potato on degraded Ultisols. Future research should explore the use of dielectric sensors to understand the interactions between soil water dynamics, organic matter amendments, and sweet potato root development."
7) The manuscript refers to the soil as "Ultisol" in the abstract and keywords, but the physicochemical analysis in Table 1 shows a pH of 5.8, which is moderately acidic and consistent with Ultisols. However, the text should explicitly confirm the soil classification and discuss its implications for sweet potato production. Add a sentence in Section 3.1 stating that the soil properties confirm the Ultisol classification and discussing the implications of low pH, low organic matter, and low nitrogen for crop production.
8) Section 2.9 states that treatment means were separated using LSD at the 5% probability level, but the results tables show "NS" (not significant) for all parameters. The manuscript should report actual p-values or F-statistics rather than simply "NS."  Replace "NS" in Tables 3-8 with actual p-values (e.g., p = 0.23) or F-statistics. Alternatively, report the LSD values that would have been required for significance.



	



Reviewer details:

Mukhtar Iderawumi Abdulraheem, University of Johannesburg, South Africa

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Page 4 of 4
V240326


