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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 
 

 
- This is an interesting study and the authors have collected a unique dataset using cutting 
edge methodology, literature reviews.  
- The paper is generally well written and structured. 
 
- However, in my opinion the paper has some shortcomings in regards to some data 
analyses and text, and I feel this unique dataset has not been utilized to its full extent 
 
-. 
 
-it needs alphabetical review, adjust fonts, spaces, paragraphs, do all same font with same 
design 
 
-adjust abstract as in form of introduction, methods, result, conclusion. 
 
 
-remove all graphs, tables, legends or figures from inside article and put all after references 
at end of article 
 
-review all references and adjust font, design for all references and organize in numerical 
order 
-review discussion paragraph as a whole 
 
-the research Is relevant and interesting 
 
-the paper is well written, the text is clear and easy to read but needs some font, design 
and alphabetical review with corrections 

-the conclusion is consistent with the evidence and arguments presented 

 - Maximum 1000 words allowed per research 

 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
- Where improvements are needed, a recommendation for major revision is typical. 
 
- I am ready to do the post-revision review too.  
 
-Review title as first. 
 
-Add name of author, affiliation, qualifications abbreviations after title 
-the English is understandable but the paper has some typographical and grammatical 
errors 
-Add any conflict of interest 
-Add any acknowledgements 
-Add any sponsorship or financial support 
- Keep images, graphs and data tables in clear view at end of article 
- You need to check referencing for accuracy, adequacy and balance. 
 
-limit research article to maximum 1000 words. 
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-add more keywords. 
 
 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
- Good research, worthy for study 
- the Abstract highlights the important findings of the review of fertilizers. 
-the tables or figures, aid understanding and superfluous 
- the research Is relevant and interesting 
- good sampling in analytical papers 
 -clarify the validity of questions, the use of a detailed methodology and the data analysis 
being done systematically (in qualitative research) 

- good reviews of all types and modalities of fertilizers used for agriculture in India 

- the paper's premise is interesting and important 

- the methods used are appropriate 

- the data support the conclusions 

 
 

 

 
 
 
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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