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	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 study is a great one as it revolves around naked oat which is a forgotten (not-often used) crop, despite its nutritional relevance.
· Assessing the impacts of different organic amendments such as vermiwash, seaweed extract and cow dung on this crop serves as a great contribution to the body of knowledge as they greatly enhance the growth and yield of this valuable crop.
· The observation of these amendments, individually and combined, suggests more ways by which naked oat production, or even other crops could be optimized  via management of organic amendments, thus further reducing reliance on chemical inputs in agriculture. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but, since yield was considered in the experiment, it might be good to include the yield component as part of the title too. For example: “Effect of Organic Amendments on the Growth and Yield Performance of Naked Oat (Avena nuda L.)


	

	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.

 
	The abstract really informs the reader about the objective of the study and the methodology. However the writer didn’t include:
· The main experimental design with which the experiment was carried out and the number of replications, although he defined the treatments, so it might be good to include something like “the experiment was carried out in a randomized completely block design, RCBD, with six treatments (T1 – T6) and then include the number of replications.

· Subjection of data to statistical analysis, such as ANOVA (I could see it was included in the materials and method section but it should be stated in the abstract too, in order to provide readers more understanding while reading the abstract before going into reading the main work)
· When talking about the outperformance of T6 in comparison to the other treatments, the writer compared each parameter with two data values, it might be better to go with that which was statistically proven, for example; in the case of mean plant height, he could go with 45.0 % rather than 32.7 %, tiller count (55.0 % rather than 57.1 %, dry matter (65.1 % rather than 68.3 %) and LAI (64.5 % rather than 53.4 %).
· Nothing from the topic indicated the study of the effects of aphid (as a treatment) on yield, so the statement regarding yield in the abstract should be stated as an additional finding; For example, the statement could be rephrased as: “Additionally, it was found that treatments containing vermiwash experienced significantly lower aphid-induced yield reductions (10 %), when compared to those without 30 %), with T6 recording the highest net yield.
· It would be good to define the basis on which net yield was decided before, while or after stating that T6 had the highest net yield (for example, is it in terms of biomass? Or grain yield?)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct as it details the objective, treatments, measured parameters
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references listed were very recent (2020- 2025). However, except for references 6 and 11, most of the references in the bibliography section could not be found within the in-text citation.
	

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


	Yes, the language quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The writer didn’t include any recommendations. The experiment was a one-time experiment carried out within four months (December 2024 – March 2025), it should be recommended that the experiment should be repeated at least once, and treatments modification could also be suggested based on findings from this research. Especially due to the fact that cow dung is a slow-releasing organic amendment, long-term research is likely to lead to more enhanced result. This also means that the objective “4” of this experiment was not achieved as the writer stated “To propose practical recommendations for organic nutrient management in naked oat cultivation” as he only stated by making conclusions and not recommendations.
· During the in-text citation, it might not be necessary to include the initials of the individual referees while citing them; for example; (Zia, M. S., & Khan, M. A. 2021) could be written as: (Zia and Khan, 2021), and (Choudhury, B., & Das, S. 2020) could be written as (Chodhury & Das, 2020)
· The discussion part was not properly discussed, the writer didn’t properly compare his results to previous research done in this aspect. Was there no previous work done that involved these treatments? Either singly or in combination? Please kindly look into this.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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