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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 addresses an important topic related to sustainable nutrient management in wheat cultivation through the Soil Test Crop Response (STCR) approach integrated with farmyard manure (FYM). The study contributes to ongoing discussions on improving fertilizer use efficiency, enhancing soil health, and maintaining crop productivity under intensive agricultural systems. The work is particularly relevant for regions with Inceptisol soils where balanced nutrient management is essential for sustainable wheat production. However, although the topic is valuable for the scientific community, the manuscript requires substantial improvement in scientific presentation, data interpretation, language quality, and methodological clarity before it can be considered suitable for publication.
	



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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	



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.

	Partially. The title reflects the main topic of the study; however, it contains grammatical inaccuracies. It should be revised for clarity and scientific style. Suggested title:
“Soil Properties and Wheat Yield under STCR-Based Nutrient Application in an Inceptisol”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. The abstract is excessively long, descriptive, and includes extensive general background information that is not directly related to the specific study. It lacks a concise presentation of the experimental design, major quantitative findings, and statistical significance. The abstract should be reorganized into a more scientific structure including: background, objectives, methodology, key results with numerical values, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Partially. The study design and topic are scientifically relevant; however, the manuscript presents several weaknesses that limit its scientific rigor:
1. The introduction is overly descriptive and lacks a strong research gap and justification. 
2. Several sections contain grammatical and typographical errors. 
3. The methodology lacks sufficient detail regarding statistical analysis, nutrient calculations, and experimental procedures. 
4. Results are presented with limited interpretation and insufficient critical discussion. 
5. Some conclusions are generalized beyond the presented data. 
6. Figures are poorly integrated into the manuscript and require proper formatting and interpretation. 
7. The manuscript repeatedly reports values without deeper agronomic explanation. 
8. The discussion mainly cites previous studies superficially instead of critically comparing findings. 
Major revision is necessary to improve scientific quality and readability.

	

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

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

	No.
Although some references are relevant, several citations are outdated, and the manuscript relies heavily on older literature. More recent studies from the last 5 years related to STCR approaches, integrated nutrient management, soil physical properties, and wheat productivity should be incorporated. Additionally:
· Several references are inconsistently formatted. 
· Journal names are not uniformly abbreviated or standardized. 
· Some citations in the text are grammatically incorrect. 
· More international literature should be included to strengthen the scientific discussion.

	

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

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

	No major ethical issues were identified.
However, the authors should carefully revise the manuscript for originality, language quality, and data presentation consistency. The manuscript would also benefit from professional English editing.
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