
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Microbiology Research Journal International

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_MRJI_158147

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A microcosm study of effects of Atrazine and Dichlorvos on microbial biomass carbon (MB-C), nitrogen (MB-N), phosphorus (MB-P), microorganisms and snails in soil

	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 highly significant to the scientific community because it provides an integrated assessment of how commonly used pesticides, Atrazine and Dichlorvos, influence soil microbial biomass, microbial functional groups, and non-target terrestrial organisms within the same experimental framework. The study contributes important ecotoxicological evidence on the differential impacts of herbicides and organophosphate insecticides on soil ecosystem functioning, nutrient cycling, and biodiversity conservation. By combining microbial biomass indicators with snail toxicity bioassays, the research offers a comprehensive approach for evaluating soil health and ecological risks associated with pesticide contamination. Furthermore, the findings contribute valuable knowledge for developing sustainable agricultural practices, improving pesticide management strategies, and supporting global efforts toward environmental protection and soil biodiversity 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
	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	



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
Suggestion for improvement:
The title should be made more concise and scientifically focused. A clearer title could be: “Effects of Atrazine and Dichlorvos on Soil Microbial Biomass and Snail Toxicity: A Microcosm Study.”
	

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

	NO
Suggestion for improvement:
The abstract should be shortened and reorganized to improve clarity. It currently contains excessive methodological and numerical details. The authors should focus more on the main objectives, key findings, novelty, and scientific implications of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Suggestion for improvement:
The manuscript contains several scientific and methodological weaknesses that require major revision. Some references appear inaccurate or unrelated to the cited statements, several discussions are overly generalized, and important methodological details such as experimental controls, statistical assumptions, and ethical considerations for snail handling are insufficiently explained. In addition, there are inconsistencies in figure numbering, grammar, terminology, and data presentation that reduce scientific rigor.
	

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

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

	NO
Suggestion for improvement:
Although many references are recent, some citations appear irrelevant, incorrectly matched to the discussion, incomplete, or scientifically weak. The authors should carefully verify all references, remove unrelated citations, and include more high-quality peer-reviewed studies directly related to pesticide ecotoxicology, soil microbial ecology, and terrestrial invertebrate toxicology.
	

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

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

	YES
Ethical issues:
The manuscript involves toxicity testing using live snails (Helix aspersa), but there is no clear statement regarding ethical approval, animal handling protocols, institutional permission, or compliance with experimental animal welfare guidelines. The authors should explicitly state whether ethical approval was obtained and describe how animal welfare considerations were addressed during the bioassay experiments.
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