Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI_135764

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Synergistic Approach: Enhancing Lime Plant Growth and Development through Integrated Pitcher Irrigation and Jute Agro Textile Management in Entisol Soil.

	Type of the Article
	


	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.


	The submitted manuscript is interesting, and the topic of better utilizing resources to produce food is always important for the scientific community. By integrating pitcher irrigation with jute agro textiles in Entisol soils, the study proposes a presumptively “low-cost" approach, which is also supposed to be eco-friendly and enhance lime productivity under water-scarce conditions. The findings contribute valuable insights into soil moisture optimization, plant phenology, and resource-efficient cultivation techniques.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.
	Yes, it is comprehensive. On the other hand, it needs to be enhanced to specify and emphasize the possible impact of the work. Also need to include quantitative results, i.e., increase in yield
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, it sounds correct. However, some areas of concern need clarification or strengthening.

It is unclear how field variability was controlled or considered. It need to enhance description

There are inconsistency in units

There is lack of the physiological interpretation

There is no description of the measurement equipment used (brand, model, etc.) Also, for example, in the paper it is “The initial soil in the area had a bulk density of 1.32 (g cc-1), Water Holding Capacity of 45.70%, Porosity50.37%, Structural coefficient 0.67%, Mean Weight Diameter 0.75mm, Geometric Mean Diameter 0.62 mm, pH 6.95, organic C 0.69, available N 175.69 kg ha-1, available P 18.62 kg ha-1 and available K 127.45kg ha-1.” How it was measured? How many samples? A company performed the analysis?

“The soil in the experimental field area is categorized as recently deposited alluvial soil (Entisol) in West Bengal.” How was it categorized?

The extremely high ascorbic acid levels reported (e.g., 84.25 mg/g) are questionable. Typical values for lime are closer to 30–50 mg/100g (i.e., 0.3–0.5 mg/g). This suggests a likely unit error that needs urgent correction.

While replications are mentioned, it's unclear how field variability (e.g., drainage or nutrient gradients) was controlled. Randomization procedures should be described more clearly

The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in general, with a well-structured experimental design, logical interpretation of results, and adequate statistical analysis. However, while the study is methodologically consistent and relevant, there are some concerns and areas that need clarification or strengthening to ensure full scientific rigor.

The abstract and conclusion mention a “favorable” benefit-cost ratio, but no economic data are provided in the main text. This should either be elaborated with data or removed.
Scientific writing needs to be precise, so avoid vague or imprecise terms like “better”, “favorable”, or “significant”. Descriptions should be supported with data or replaced with the exact value.
Finally, I will emphasize the fact that the methodological details are insufficient. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, there are not sufficient. Lacks recent and internationally recognized references
	

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


	500g for a meter of JAT implies 5 tons of JAT for a hectare. Does the increase in cost justify the yield increase? A hypothetical economic analysis will be interesting.

Which is the JAT source? Does the JAT have any ecological implications? Please make emphasis in the best results (As can be seen from table 1, T6(I2J2) is the best result. ¿Is it economically feasible to adopt? 
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