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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 to the scientific community because it provides clear, field-based evidence on the effectiveness of integrated organic nutrient management for improving linseed growth, productivity, and profitability under real farming conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the title is generally suitable,
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	1-The abstract is relatively long.

The abstract contains too many numerical details (values ​​for each trait and each treatment), making it more akin to a results section than a summary. In scientific journals, it's preferable to present general trends with only one or two significant figures.

2- The objective of the experiment is not explicitly stated in the abstract, which is a methodological deficiency. A standard scientific abstract should concisely answer four questions:

What was the aim of the study?

How was it conducted? (Location, season, design)

What were the most important results?

The conclusion.

3- The current wording jumps between traits without a clear sequence.

4- The abstract includes results of little significance, such as the lowest plant height or the lowest dry weight in different treatments. These details should be included in the results section, not the abstract.

5- The conclusion is poorly worded. The abstract does not conclude with a clear scientific recommendation or a well-considered generalization of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the reference list is largely sufficient and relevant for a study on linseed, nutrient management, and productivity. A clear strength is the good coverage of recent literature (2021–2025), including several 2023–2025 papers, which supports the timeliness of the manuscript. 

However, a few points can improve the reference section:

The inclusion of Piper (1966) is acceptable as a classical reference for soil analysis, but it should be complemented with more recent soil and plant analysis methodologies (last 10–15 years).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall English language quality is acceptable for scholarly communication, and the manuscript generally conveys the scientific content clearly. The structure, terminology, and technical expressions are mostly appropriate for an academic audience.

However, the manuscript would benefit from moderate language editing in the following areas:

Grammar and syntax: Occasional grammatical errors, missing articles, and awkward sentence constructions are present.

Sentence clarity: Some sentences are overly long or repetitive and could be simplified for better readability.

Style and flow: Transitions between sentences and paragraphs can be improved to enhance coherence.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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