
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6  

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name: International Journal of Plant & Soil Science  

Manuscript Number: Ms_IJPSS_19992 

Title of the Manuscript:  Mitigate climate change impact: Maximizing the tolerance of eggplant to salinity stress using selenium 

supplements 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 

 

 

General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 

scientifically robust and technically sound. 

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 

 

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6  

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

The paper “ Mitigate climate change impact: Maximizing 
the tolerance of eggplant to salinity stress using 
selenium supplements” studies a very interesting 
subject, yet according to my perspective at the pre sent 
stage cannot be accepted. The following items were 
considered: 
 
1-The abstract is too long and it has too many deta ils. 
2-The introduction is Ok, being the major issues of  the 
problem characterized. 
3-Materials and Methods are insufficiently describe d. 
More details should be provided, particularly at th e 
analytical procedures. 
4-Results and discussion is mostly descriptive and less 
self-explanatory. 
5-A large amount of references are rather old, whic h 
limits the value of the introduction and discussion . 
6-The conclusion is too much general 
 
Nevertheless, considering the relevance of the stud y, the 
paper should be considered for a new evaluation if the 
authors comply with the referred points.  
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