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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 
 

In the introduction section, the authors only stated the food value of Chickpea and the contributions of 
different nutrients and Rhizobium in improving quality and increasing yield. These are very well-known and 
proven statements. There is nothing about the problem and importance of this study. So, it is essential to 
rewrite the introduction section.  
The discussion is very poor. They should explain the reasons and justify their results.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The abstract should address the following issues. 
What is the importance of the research?  
What problem does this work attempt to solve? 
It is not good to mention that treatment increased yield or nutrient uptake. How much yield improvement and nutrient 
uptake were achieved by RDF 125% + Rhizobium treatment? 
There are lots of grammatical errors, so the authors must avoid errors. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The manuscript is a nice piece of work done by the authors, and the overall concept is interesting and important.  
The paper requires major revisions to be acceptable for publication. I have a few suggestions which I believe will 
improve the manuscript. 
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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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