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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	It's always interesting to experiment with different crops and fertilizers. In this case, the research on 40 genotypes with high nutritional capacity is particularly relevant. The use of organic fertilizers, free of contaminants and with organic NPK, such as digestates, should be maximized. High-potency fertilizers can be obtained from these digestates, increasing production and yield. It is recommended to continue the research with different types of fertilizers and observe the results, regardless of whether or not the genotypes are modified.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. It is recommended: The title should be short, concise and clear. The most effective have less than 10 words and no should include abbreviations or acronyms.


	

	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 very general overview of the work.

The abstract is not long enough.

The abstract could be structured with the following sections: objective, design, context, themes, results, and conclusions.

It contains errors in English.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The structure is correct. The headings are correct: Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results, and Conclusions. However, the headings and subheadings are different sizes, despite having the same level of importance. All subheadings should be the same size and smaller than the main heading.

Heading 2 has subheadings, but they begin at 3.1.1. The main headings are not numbered, but the subheadings are. This is not standard practice.

Abbreviations should be explained or placed in a table. Adjust the spacing on the pages containing tables and figures; some tables are too close to the text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is recommended to conduct a literature review of studies published in the last 10 years and update the references in the text. Many are too old. It is advisable to add more, up to about 40 references.

All references must be included in the references section and in the text. This is not the case and must be corrected.

Broken links should be removed or replaced. Text formatting should be standardized; some references are in bold and one font, while others are in a smaller font and not bold.
	

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


	It's understandable English, although it contains errors. It needs to be corrected or improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Typographical errors to be corrected. Spaces after periods, hyphens, separations...

As a tip, you can add a section, Analysis of the limitations of the study.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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