
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biology and Nature

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBAN_15532

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect on the Growth Rate of Sweet Corn through Zinc and Iron biofortification under Temperate Ecology of Kashmir

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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 study addresses a critical issue in sustainable agriculture—micronutrient biofortification—which is particularly relevant for regions such as Kashmir, where calcareous and alkaline soils limit the availability of Zn and Fe. By comparing the chelated and sulfate forms of these micronutrients, the research provides practical insights to enhance growth parameters in sweet corn, a high-value cash crop. The findings contribute to the broader understanding of physiological responses (CGR, RGR, NAR) to foliar micronutrient application, thereby informing precision nutrient management strategies. Moreover, the work aligns with global efforts to combat hidden hunger through agronomic biofortification, making it valuable for researchers and extension specialists alike.
	













































PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 (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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (not applicable for field crop trial)
	

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


	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	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
	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.

	Not fully. The title is too general and does not specify that both chelated and sulfate forms were tested. It also lacks a maize variety and a comparative design.

Suggestion: 
Comparative Effects of Foliar-Applied Chelated vs. Sulfate Forms of Zinc and Iron on Growth Rate of Sweet Corn (Zea mays L. var. saccharata) under Temperate Ecology of Kashmir
	

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

	Not entirely. The abstract contains basic information but has the following shortcomings: 
• Research objectives are not clearly stated.
• Key numerical results (e.g., exact CGR or RGR values for the best treatment vs. control) are missing.
• The treatment discrepancy (T8 and T9) is repeated in the abstract.

Suggestion: Rewrite the abstract to state the aim clearly, include specific quantitative comparisons (e.g., "T10 increased CGR by 126% over control"), and correct the treatment labels.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Partially. Although the experimental design and physiological rationale are sound, there are serious numerical and factual errors in the results section that undermine data reliability: 
• CGR values for 0–30 DAT (~2 g m⁻² day⁻¹) show an implausible jump to 44–50 g m⁻² day⁻¹ at 30–60 DAT, suggesting possible unit or calculation mistakes.
• Pooled NAR for T4 (chelated iron @ 0.75%) in Table 2 is recorded as 0.1119, while individual year values are >1.0 – this is clearly a typo or miscalculation.
• Treatment mislabeling: In the text, T8 and T9 are both described as 0.25% chelated zinc, but in the tables, T9 is 0.50%.

Suggestion: Recalculate all growth indices with consistent formulas and units, correct numerical errors, and unify treatment labels throughout the manuscript.



The manuscript has scientific merit but needs substantial corrections in data handling, presentation, and clarity before it can be accepted.

	

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

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

	YES. The reference list is comprehensive and includes both classical and recent sources (up to 2025). However, one citation ("Malode et al., 2025") has a future publication date – this should be verified and corrected if necessary.
	

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

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

	NO. This is a standard agronomic field trial with no ethical concerns related to human or animal subjects.
	



Reviewer details:

. Sayed Mohammad Reza Khoshroo, Islamic Azad University, Iran
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