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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.

	Integrated Nutrient Management is a tool to increase the crop yield without harming the soil health status. In fact the soil health improves with the addition of organic manures and bio-fertilizers. Increase in crop yield can only be achieved when the soil physical, chemical and biological properties are balanced properly and that can be attained with INM practice.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
4 = Good
	

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

	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
4 = Good
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
3 = Satisfactory
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not present
1 = Poor or N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
4 = Good
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
4 = Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
3 = Satisfactory
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. 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
	Yes
4 = Good
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. But certain corrections are suggested.
1. “PSB, Azotobacter, and Azospirillum.... ,hence increasing their availability to plants (not nutrients).”
2. While writing N:P:K dosage write it in uniform way or else it will look clumbsy. Ex: 120:60:60 kg ha⁻¹ NPK or N₁₂₀P₆₀K₄₀. Follow any one.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Sufficient. But, needs lot of corrections.
1. et al., is usually used when there are more than three authors not when there are one or two.
2. “Bhattacharyya, R., et al. (2017)”; Kumar, A., et al. (2025). and “Saha, S., et al. (2018).”  – mentioned in the reference does not exist as per my checking. Please check it once again with regard to the title or any other issue with this and also make sure it is also corrected in the body of the text. It has also been mentioned twice in the reference.
3. Patyal A (2022); Kumar A (2016); Arvind V (2006); Singh RV (2010); Sangma B (2017) – references rule not followed (pattern should be similar).
4. Shivkumar and Ahlawat 2008 – Punctuations to be used as per the journal rule in body of the text.
	

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

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

	Yes.
Certain references mentioned needs to be verified and have to be rectified to avoid ethical issues.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Paper is good. But has lot of mistakes. No uniformity. References section has lot of corrections or else can become an ethical issue, as some papers mentioned by the author has not been found or might be title mistake. Needs to be rectified.
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