Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Plant & Soil Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJPSS_140973

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect of different combinations of micronutrients and biofertilizers on dry matter accumulation, protein content, nutrient content and yield in chickpea  

	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.


	This is a solid piece of agricultural research with clear, valuable findings. The experimental design is sound, and the results have practical implications for improving chickpea productivity. My review is designed to help you strengthen the manuscript for publication in a peer-reviewed journal by enhancing its clarity, structure, and scientific rigor.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, in one sense: It is perfectly accurate and descriptive. It tells the reader exactly what variables were tested and what was measured. In many scientific contexts, this kind of descriptive title is acceptable. However, it can be significantly improved. For a competitive scientific journal, the title is your first and most important advertisement. The current title has a few weaknesses:

It's too long: It reads like a list of variables from the "Methods" section rather than a concise summary of the research.

It lacks impact: It states the topic but not the finding or the significance. A stronger title often uses an active verb to hint at the conclusion (e.g., "enhances," "improves," "boosts").

It's not easily memorable: Because it's a long list, it's hard for other researchers to remember and cite.

I would strongly recommend changing the title.

My top recommendation is   Combined Application of Micronutrients and Biofertilizers Enhances Yield and Quality of Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) in Vertisols
	

	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.


	Your abstract is partially comprehensive. It successfully includes the basic elements: what you did (methods), what you found (results), and a conclusion. However, it has significant room for improvement in terms of clarity, impact, and scientific convention. A top-tier abstract should also include a brief background/rationale.

Revised Abstract Suggestion
I have highlighted the changes in bold. Look at Abstract part
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript's experimental design and core findings are scientifically sound, but its written interpretation contains a fundamental scientific error that must be corrected. There is also a factual contradiction that undermines its credibility. The manuscript is not currently in a scientifically correct state due to the critical error in data interpretation and the factual contradiction in the methods.However, the good news is that these are fixable errors. The underlying experiment appears to be sound. By correcting the interpretation of the nutrient data, resolving the contradiction about treatment T9, and clarifying the chelation method, you will elevate the manuscript to a scientifically sound and valid piece of research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficiency: The number of references (16 unique entries) is on the lower side for a full research paper but might be acceptable depending on the target journal. More importantly, there are some gaps in the literature you are citing, especially in the Discussion section where you explain your results.

Recency: Your references have a wide date range, which is good. You have foundational papers (e.g., Page et al., 1982; Sparks, 1996) for methods, as well as more recent papers. However, the distribution is skewed towards older publications.

2020s: 1

2010s: 6

2000s: 6

1990s: 1

1980s: 2

1970s: 2

While it's essential to cite seminal work, having only one reference from the 2020s (the same year as your study) makes the work appear slightly disconnected from the very latest research. A stronger paper would typically have more citations from the last 5-7 years.

Quality and Relevance: The references you've chosen are generally relevant to the topics of biofertilizers, chickpea, and nutrient management. However, some are from less prominent or harder-to-find sources (e.g., conference proceedings, annual reports), which can be a minor weakness. Prioritizing peer-reviewed journal articles is always best.
	

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


	To answer directly: The English quality of the manuscript is functional but requires significant improvement to meet the standards of a peer-reviewed international journal.

A native English-speaking reviewer would immediately identify it as written by a non-native speaker. While the core meaning is generally understandable, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies that make it difficult to read smoothly. These issues could distract reviewers from the quality of your science and may lead to a "desk rejection" before it even gets to full review.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
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