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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 provides practical insights into optimizing nitrogen and potassium split application in irrigated wheat. It helps improve nutrient management strategies for better growth and yield. The findings support more efficient and sustainable wheat production.
	














































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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	






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.
	Required improvement according to the methodology.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes its fine, but overall manuscript required major revision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but need improvements.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Reference must be five years old and required more to support literature, methodology, discussion and conclusion.
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript requires major revisions. The methodology and title is mismatched, It will be good if manuscript should be improved

Overall Improvements:
1.	Overall grammar is fine, but there are some major improvements needed in essence of style, methodology, write-up etc.
2.	Make sure add latest literature of previous five years.
3.	Always write reference as a citation as “Sharma et al., 2022” if it is used at the end as, Wheat is a staple crop (Sharma et al., 2022) or if at starts then Sharma et al., (2022) or Sharma et al, (2022) according to the journal style as According to the Sharma et al., (2022) wheat is a staple crop. While in methodology section, Plant Height is measure by the method given by Sharma et al., (2022). “Please have a look on the style, comma, italic or not, brackets used”. Make sure “et al” will be italic according to the journal style but “.,” will be not italic recommended by all journals.
4.	Line No. 51: Your research focus is on wheat growth and yield instead of relevant to food science, please update the literature.
5.	Your Introduction literature is not relevant to the research topic and focus, make sure update it accordingly. The flow of your Intro. (Literature) will be like:
a.	Major issues and gap about the wheat research which will focuses on the importance of wheat and their growth and yield to justify why you are going to research on it. Also the global production and country production annually.
b.	Literature must be relevant to nutrient especially major macro nutrient as nitrogen (N), and potassium (K), make sure if study focuses on phosphorus the N, P and K. Write it according to the flow of title.
c.	Tell about the nutrients role in wheat growth and yield, how the split dosses perform best for wheat production.
d.	Mention the research gap in previous literature and why you are going to do this research, mention the hypotheses and objectives at the end of literature (Intro.).
e.	Literature must be no more than five years old, except of necessary methodology.
6.	Discussion is missing.
Abstract
1.	Line No. 8: Change from “rabi” to “Rabi”.

2.	Line No. 13: Make sure what it means, is it booting stage or a leaf stage, mention the DAS or crop days. (The treatments consisted of different levels and split applications of nitrogen and potassium, including 100% and 75% recommended dose of fertilizers (RDF), applied at basal, crown root initiation (CRI), and boot leaf stages.)
3.	Line No. 14: Your title “Effect of Split Application of Nitrogen and Potassium on Growth and Yield of Irrigated Wheat (Triticum aestivum L.)” focuses on Nitrogen and Potassium, but your methodology focuses on N, P and K. Justify it. Or may change the title. (The recommended dose of fertilizer was 80:40:40 kg N:P₂O₅:K₂O ha⁻¹.)
4.	Line No. 24: These are not three equal splits, Justify it. (Grain weight per spike was significantly affected, with the highest value (1.78 g) recorded under 100% RDF with three equal splits of nitrogen and potassium, which was at par with 25:25:50% split application.) 

5.	Line No. 26: Mention the treatment. (However, the number of grains per spike and test weight did not show significant differences, although higher values were observed under the same treatment.)

Introduction:
1.	Line No. 36: Add reference at, … food for a large proportion of the global population.
2.	Line No. 38: Add reference at, … particularly in developing countries like India and mention how much annual production of wheat in India.
3.	Line No. 41: Writing font and size must be same as Times New Roman. Abdin, et al., 1996).
4.	Line No. 41: Too old reference. Make sure add references or literature of previous 5 years. Abdin, et al., 1996.
5.	Line No. 51:  Update the literature.
Methodology:
1.	Line No. 102: Use one method, either Days after sowing (DAS) or crop stages.
2.	In treatments the control treatment you mentioned is T9, but according to the scientific (Agronomic) research it mostly used as T0 as a control treatment and remaining will be justify according to that in a result and discussion.
Results:
1.	Line No. 148: These are results not a discussion, so add citations in a discussion section …similar as (Mathukia, et al., 2014).
2.	Line No. 214: This method of justification is not suitable, always mention in the discussion with details how it different or similar to the other studies …similar as Sharma, et al., 2019).
3.	In result section, make sure the parameters aligned like: Growth Parameters, then Yield Parameters.
4.	There is more improvement need in the manuscript as it relevant to nutrient use efficiency, it is necessary to study the NUE parameters also.
Figure and Tables:
1.	Figures are not mentioned in the text (in text citation).
2.	Table 1 and Table 2 is not cited in the main text body.
References:
1.	There are some references repeated, remove it and make sure the reference style must be the same and according to the journal style.
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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)

	






Reviewer details:

Muhammad Shaheryar, Bahauddin Zakariya University, Pakistan
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