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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. Is the title 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 important for the scientific community, especially at the study site, as the 

study covers important issues. However, many changes must be made. The objective of 
the research is missing. The text must be divided into paragraphs. There's no discussion, 
discussion must be added. 
 
 

2. The title is suitable. 
 
 

3. The abstract is comprehensive and it is adequate. 
 
 

4. The structure is appropriate, but the section Material and methods can be divided in 
subsections. The text can be divided in paragraphs. The writing of sections and 
subsections must be standardized. 
 
 

5. It seems to be scientifically correct. 
 
 

6. The references are very old, the newest is from 14 years ago and few references are used. 
Authors must update references.  The field of study is well studied, and there are new 
references to use. Some articles in the text are not in the reference list. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
The language quality is low, writing, punctuation and English must be revised. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Introduction: 
The text must be divided into paragraphs. 
It is much focused on the production of mustard and oil, and the functions of nutrients, reduce this 
part, and add articles with research results on plant nutrition and fertilization, focus on bringing 
similar research results, with mustard and other crops. 
Some articles are not in the reference list. 
The objective of the research is missing. 
Add some subsections in the material and methods. 
Discussion: 
The text must be divided into paragraphs. 
Tables must be cited in the text. 
Enter the letters for the statistical difference in the table. 
There's no discussion. Authors should add discussion. Just mentioning that other authors have 
obtained similar results is not a discussion. A discussion should be made up of results from other 
authors, explaining what they did, and what they observed, in which culture. And the discussion 
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must be made up of explanations of why something happens or doesn't happen. 
Conclusion: 
In fact there was no difference between 160, 120 and 80 kg of N applied, so the dose of 160 is not 
the best. The three doses can be used with the same gain, so the smallest dose would be the best, 
also considering sustainability and costs. 
 

 
 

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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