Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JABB_138545

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Impact of different potassium levels on the physicochemical characteristics and nutrient content of soil cultivated with safflower in vertisols

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	It can provide information on how fertilization is carried out in relation to the characteristics of Vertisol soil.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is still incomplete, and comments regarding this have already been directly provided in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is still incomplete because it does not mention the statistical analysis methods and the post-hoc test used.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	60% is old, > 10 years
	

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


	Rather ok
	

	Optional/General comments


	A revision is necessary in accordance with the comments that have already been embedded in the manuscript.
Please revise each section or chapter thoroughly, as several issues remain unclear. The methodology section is also incomplete, particularly regarding the statistical analysis — it is not yet clear whether ANOVA and post-hoc tests were used. Additionally, the discussion section tends to repeat the data presented in the tables rather than interpreting and explaining the results with support from relevant literature. The conclusion should also be aligned with the objectives of the experiment.

Moreover, the references need to be updated, as approximately 60% are more than 10 years old. Kindly improve this aspect as well.

This revision is categorized as major. Thank you.
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