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Review Form 1.7

PART 1: Review Comments

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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

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

2. Isthetitle 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)

1)
» The manuscript is of general importance.

» Authors have conducted research work on nutrient management and is a very
important concept.

» In this study authors have tried to study both nutrient management and spacing
concept. From which he/she has tried to find out how much amount of nitrogen
and at what spacing we should apply it so that farmers can get optimum
productivity and profitability

2) The current title is suitable.

3) Yes, abstract is presented in nice way but author need to recheck it there are many
spelling mistakes. Also author must correct t ha™. It is written as t ha-1.

4) Yes it is satisfactory. But in result and discussion part author needs to elaborate it more
and also add more discussion part.

5) Yes it is correct.

6) Yes references are sufficient. But all references need to be rechecked.

Minor REVISION comments

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

It is ok but not satisfactory. So, | suggest author to improve the sentences and grammatical
construction.

Optional/General comments

1) All abbreviations need to be expanded in their first instances.

2) Introduction should be between 450-500 words. Objectives of the experiment needs to be

mentioned at the last of introduction. Introductory part should be more elaborative.

3) The authors need to mention the mean values for pH, organic carbon, available nitrogen,

phosphorus and potassium before the start of experiment.

4) Author need recheck the whole manuscript and correct the units. At some places it is written as

ds/m at some t ha-1 or t ha. Follow similar pattern in whole manuscript.

5) References need to be rechecked again.
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PART 2:

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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