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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

o The manuscript entitled as “Effect of nitrogen scheduling on growth and yield of wheat 
(Triticum aestivum L.)” provides important information to scientific community about the effects 
of Nitrogen fertilizer scheduling on wheat crop under field conditions. 

o Authors recorded all relevant data of field crop like wheat growth parameters, yield parameters 
and cost benefit ratio data that reflect crop performance in various schedules of nitrogen 
fertilizer, which is very informative. 

o The data of only one crop and at same climatic and geographical condition undermines value 
of results drawn. However, it is good indicator of results to further investigate various nitrogen 
scheduling for wheat production.  

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Yes  

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. 

 

Yes  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Yes  

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

The study of optimizing nitrogen scheduling for wheat crop is scientifically robust. 
The authers used correct statistical design to for experimental layout. 
The authors replicated the treatments 3 times. 
The authors statistical analysis technique is robust. 
 

 

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

The references are needed to be updated.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

I have observed many typo and grammar mistakes like “accum8lation” in abstract. 
First describe the abbreviation like “m (meter)” and the use only abbreviation throughout the article. 
Overall, the language of article/English quality is good for scholarly communication.  

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I suggest article can be accepted after above minor revisions.  
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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