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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

The manuscript was design to enhance soil health and the yield
of Cluster bean (Cyamopsis tetragonoloba L.) using

Yes integrated nutrient as a mean of stimulating plant growth and
yield. The nutrient used were replicated to study the effect of
nutrient introduced ha™. The result was favourable but the flow
Response of Integrated Nutrients on Soil Health and Yield of Cluster bean in the manuscript is not sufficient for publication. However, |
(Cyamopsis tetragonoloba L.) suggest revision on the manuscript.

Yes but over saturated with information and data. Abstract should be a summary
of the research. Abstract should be between 200 — 250 and some cases 300.
Minimise the use of data in abstract. Abstract should be captivating not
oversaturated with information

The flow from introduction is not appropriate. There is poor flow

Yes

Yes

Minor REVISION comments

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

From introduction to conclusion should be reframe. There is no flow of information

Optional/General comments
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