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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 
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3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 
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Yes. it is important to the community to identify the best organic treatment to apply to 
increase the yield of the plant  
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Yes. Better to add a sentence with a concussion.  
 
Structure is fine. But the methodology is not clearly mentioned in the body. Improve the 
methodology with the suggested comments in the main text. However include the objective 
of the study to the introduction  
 
Without introducing any statistical analysis, comparison of the results are wrong. So it can 
improve by adding the name of the test.  
 
One reference is suggested in the reviewed Introduction.  
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It is better if it is possible to improve more. 
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This is suitable for short communication. However it should be improved by the comments are 
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