
Review Form (Research)
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Soil Science and Plant Nutrition

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJSSPN_156269

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Biostimulation of Crude Oil Polluted Soil Using Plantain Trunk Liquid Extract: A Preliminary Assessment Using Maize Growth Bioassay

	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.
	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it introduces a simple, low cost, and sustainable biostimulation strategy for remediating crude oil contaminated soils using readily available agro waste. By demonstrating that plantain trunk extract can restore seed germination and support early plant growth under hydrocarbon stress, the study contributes valuable preliminary evidence toward ecofriendly alternatives to conventional remediation techniques. It also highlights the role of nutrient mediated stimulation of indigenous microbial communities in enhancing soil recovery processes, thereby advancing current understanding of bioremediation mechanisms. Furthermore, the findings open new avenues for scalable, resource-efficient remediation practices, particularly relevant for developing regions facing frequent oil pollution and limited access to advanced technologies.
	





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
	Yes, title of the article: ‘Biostimulation of Crude Oil Polluted Soil Using Plantain Trunk Liquid Extract: A Preliminary Assessment Using Maize Growth Bioassay’ is completely suitable for this manuscript. Otherwise author can use another title like: ‘Sustainable Mitigation of Crude Oil Soil Toxicity via Plantain (Musa paradisiaca) Trunk Extract: Insights from Maize Growth Response’ Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 4 = Good
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 4 = Good
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	YES, Rating Scale: 4 = Good
	

	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
	I think this section needs modification. At least, 5 to 6 more references are needed in this manuscript. Author should incorporate more recent references like, 2024 and 2025. Rating Scale: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Structure of sentences and grammatical usage are appropriate in every section and I appreciate that the author maintains their standard.
YES, Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent

	





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.
	Yes, title of the article: ‘Biostimulation of Crude Oil Polluted Soil Using Plantain Trunk Liquid Extract: A Preliminary Assessment Using Maize Growth Bioassay’ is completely suitable for this manuscript. Otherwise author can use another title like: ‘Sustainable Mitigation of Crude Oil Soil Toxicity via Plantain (Musa paradisiaca) Trunk Extract: Insights from Maize Growth Response’
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. There is no need to add or delete something in this section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is completely scientifically correct.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	I think this section needs modification. At least, 5 to 6 more references are needed in this manuscript. Author should incorporate more recent references like, 2024 and 2025.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO

	




Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk226625155]Amit Kumar Kundu, Sripat Singh College, India

Page 1 of 4
V240326


