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1. Is themanuscriptimportantforscientific community?
(Pleasewrite fewsentenceson this manuscript)

2. Is the titleofthe article suitable?
(Ifnotpleasesuggestanalternativetitle)

3. Is theabstractofthe articlecomprehensive?

4. Aresubsectionsandstructureof themanuscriptappropriate?
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NO:Inthe first 2lines ismissingaclearreasonfor theexperiment. ltheedsadequatedescriptionof
methodsandresults,henceadd first the treatments appliedandthentheresults onlyindicatingT1,
T2etc.finally addaclear conclusionandpossiblyaninterestingdiscovery

The sections areinorder, however,thereispracticallynodiscussion section, henceneedto
improvethispart explainingdeeplyhowtheadditionofmicronutrients increasetheUptakeofmacro
andmicronutrients

No, as statedbeforethereis nonewinformationprovided,in addition therearemacroandmicro
nutrientsmissingfor thisstudy suchas, Ca,Mg,S,Fe,MnandCu.Theauthors didnotmention why they
chose onlysomenutrients to study neither theamountsof nutrientsdecideforthe treatments.They
didn’t showthe soilanalysiswhichfor thisstudy isvery important,as wellthey didn’t
mentionatwhatdepththe soilsample wastakenneithertheapparent density ofsoiletc. Thereis
notinformationoftherootsystemgrowthwhichprobablymay explain theincreased
nutrientuptakeofsomenutrients.

Inaddition,thetablesdonotshow literalsorletters for mean separationamongtreatments soldo
notknowif thereis a significant difference andparticularly in whichonesamomg ofthem.The figures
apartformnotshowingliteralseither formeans separation therearenotstandarderrorbars
whichprovideimportantvisual information for thereader

The referencesare onlyaroundl14%recent, withinl0 yearsor less,the other 86%arenotrecent.
Regarding thistopicauthorscan finda lotofrecentinformation,Isuggestto atleastinclude 50%of
recentliterature.In addition,authors needto checkallthecitations becausetherearemany ofthem
includedinthereferencesectionbuttheyarenotinthetextsuchasAhmedetal2001,Ainetal
2003andHemphilletal1982amongothers.Aswelltherearecitesinthetextandtheyarenotin thereferences
sectionsuchas Guptal990.
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