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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 is important because it provides empirical evidence on how different combinations of organic manure and chemical fertilizers influence barley productivity and soil nutrient status. It highlights that applying 100% recommended fertilizer dose (RDF) significantly enhances crop yield and nutrient uptake, while also maintaining soil fertility. The findings contribute to improving nutrient management strategies for sustainable barley production, particularly in semi-arid regions like Rajasthan, India. Moreover, the study supports informed decision-making for farmers seeking to balance productivity with soil health conservation.
	




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, the title is  clear and appropriate but it can be refine like this: “Impact of Organic Manure and Chemical Fertilizer on Barley (Hordeum vulgare L.) Production in Rajasthan, India”

Rating = 4 (Good)
	

	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
	The abstract is not fully comprehensive and well structured. Here’s my comment:
· Background/Problem: It does not clearly state why the study is important.
· Objective: The aim is implied but not explicitly stated.
· Methodology: Lacks key details (experimental design, treatments, replication).
· Results: Findings are present but not properly organized and somewhat repetitive.
· Conclusion/Implication: Missing a clear takeaway or recommendation.

Rating = 2 (Need Improvement)

	

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

Rating = 2

	

	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
	
The background information of this paper is insufficient and not well organized

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement)

	

	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
	
The research objectives/hypothesis are not clearly stated

Rating = 1 (Poor)

	

	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 literature review are related and not really updated.

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement)

	

	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
	
The research methodology are insufficient and not well stated according to its methods and process

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement) 
	

	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
	
The ethical issues is not properly address

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
The results are not clearly stated and well discuss its implication of findings

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement) 
	

	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


	
The tables are clear but needs to further refine the presentation of the tables on its respective findings 

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	
The discussion does not relate findings to existing literature

Rating = 2 ((Needs Improvement)

	

	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
	
The conclusion is not proper that needs to refine and include the sufficient findings that generalizes the results of the study

Rating = 2 (Needs Improvement)

	

	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
	
The limitation of the study does not really discussed

Rating = 3 (Satisfactory)

	

	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
	
The references are relevant and sufficient but it needs a recent references

Rating = 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
	The manuscript written is clear and understandable language but it needs to undergo a proofreading to an English expert for better grammar and correct usage

Rating = 3 (Satisfactory)
	




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, but it can be refined to this title:
“Impact of Organic Manure and Chemical Fertilizer on Barley (Hordeum vulgare L.) Production in Rajasthan, India”

	

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

	
No, it needs for improvements; Here is my suggested comments for improvement of this paper to be stated comprehensively. Here’s my comment:
Background/Problem: It does not clearly state why the study is important.
	Objective: The aim is implied but not explicitly stated.
	Methodology: Lacks key details (experimental design, treatments, replication).
	Results: Findings are present but not properly organized and somewhat repetitive.
	Conclusion/Implication: Missing a clear takeaway or recommendation.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
Yes. The manuscript is scientifically correct but it needs for improvement 
	

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

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

	
Yes, but it needs a recent references to support in this manuscript 
	

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

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

	
No. 
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
· There is a need to follow the appropriate and prescribed format to this manuscript into a publishable format.
· There is a need to improve the presentation of this manuscript following the suggested suggestions and comments above.
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