


Review Form (Research)
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Soil Science and Plant Nutrition 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJSSPN_155827

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect of Plant Growth Regulators on Growth and Yield of Okra Abelmoschus esculentus (L.)

	Type of the Article
	Research Article





PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The manuscript examines the effect of growth regulators on okra growth and yield. The topic is relevant and of significant agronomic interest, particularly for improving vegetable crop productivity. The study is based on a well-structured field experiment and provides useful results.
However, some improvements are needed to enhance the scientific quality and clarity of the manuscript.
	





PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

5

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The summary is perfect. It adequately encompasses the objectives, methodology, results, and conclusion.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The keywords are relevant, but could be expanded to improve indexing.
Suggested keywords:
• Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus)
• Plant growth regulators (PGRs)
• Indole-3-acetic acid (IAA)
• Gibberellic acid (GA3)
• Crop yield
• Vegetable production
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The objectives are not clearly stated in the introduction.
It is recommended to add an explicit paragraph outlining the study's objectives or hypotheses.
The introduction should be better structured and more concise. The authors should include more recent references (from the last five years) to enhance the manuscript's scientific credibility.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The objectives must be explicitly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The references are outdated; an update is strongly recommended.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The methodology is well described and adapted to the objectives of the study.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
Not applicable for this type of agronomic study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The results need to be better summarized.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The authors should review:
· The formatting,
The units should be standardized (ppm or uL).
	· 

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The discussion is limited.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions are consistent with the results obtained.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The limitations are not clearly discussed in the article.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The references are insufficient and outdated; they should be updated with more recent references. Adding more recent references (from the last 6 years) would strengthen scientific credibility.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The text is generally clear and understandable, but there are some language errors.
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO:
The title is clear and reflects the content of the study. Modifications are needed to improve the scientific content of this manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO:
The references are outdated. It is recommended to include more recent studies (from the last 6 years) to strengthen the scientific context.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript presents useful experimental data on the effect of plant growth regulators on okra yield. However, the "Discussion" section is rather descriptive and needs to be expanded upon and compared with recent studies. The study's limitations are not clearly addressed. The manuscript is publishable after the corrections mentioned in PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation).
Also, improve the discussion, update the references, and conduct a language review.

Considering the overall quality of the manuscript, including the relevance of the topic, appropriateness of methodology, clarity of results, and significance of conclusions, the manuscript is scientifically sound but requires minor improvements in discussion depth, language, and updating some references.

The manuscript is acceptable for publication after the following corrections:
· Expand the discussion through further analysis and comparisons with recent literature.
· Update the references to include the most recent studies.
Make linguistic and formatting corrections for greater clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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