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	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.


	They provide information on different nitrogen doses and plant separation, with the goal of seeking the highest yield from rice crops. It contains an experimental design that lends robustness to the work.

There is no real contextualization or justification for conducting this type of work.

Some deficiencies were identified within the experimental process, such as meteorological conditions and information regarding the physical and chemical properties of the soil. In some sections, they indicate that there is significance, but the tables report that there is no significance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is very generalized and does not specifically reflect experimentation.
	

	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.


	No. the writing could be improved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, it can be said that this may be a good study; however, the treatments, exact doses, replication, and soil conditions are not adequately described.

They also do not indicate the primary source of nitrogen (urea, for example), or whether its dosage was divided, or whether any application parameters were followed.

They also do not mention how the variables were measured.

On the other hand, there is no discussion as such; they only mention that they agree with a particular author, but they do not explain why they agree.

Therefore, the methodology needs to be clarified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references that I might consider important for their informative and statistical contribution are outdated.
	

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


	In some paragraphs, the information structure needs to be improved, since the reading thread is lost.
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	See manuscript. 
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