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	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 addresses the critical issue of sustaining soil fertility and crop productivity under intensive rice–rice systems through the continuous application of fertilizers and manures. By examining nutrient uptake, use efficiency, and yield, the study provides novel evidence on the long-term implications of different nutrient management practices. While the introduction highlights the importance of this research, it has not yet provided sufficient detail to fully frame the complexity of nutrient dynamics in rice–rice systems. Nevertheless, the study itself makes an important contribution by advancing current understanding and providing a strong foundation for future research and policy development on sustainable nutrient management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not, maybe the better title is depending of the clearity of the treatment first
	

	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, while covering the general scope of the study, remains rather unclear, particularly in the results section. The findings presented do not clearly demonstrate significant outcomes, which makes the abstract appear less convincing. It is suggested that the results section of the abstract be revised to more closely reflect the actual data obtained, highlighting only those results that are statistically valid and scientifically meaningful. This adjustment would enhance the clarity, accuracy, and overall impact of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally relevant to the topic but presents several scientific concerns that need to be addressed. The introduction remains too general and does not sufficiently highlight the specific importance and novelty of the study. The methodology lacks adequate detail, particularly in describing the formulas and measurement approaches used for parameter analysis, and it is not supported by appropriate references. In the results section, the data presented across most parameters are not statistically significant, yet the discussion and conclusions emphasize significance, which creates inconsistency. Furthermore, the rationale behind the experimental treatments is unclear, especially regarding why certain treatments were applied as combinations while others were tested as single treatments, notably in the case of NPK fertilizer levels. Clarification and stronger justification are required to ensure scientific soundness and coherence throughout the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are still very limited and therefore need to be expanded to strengthen and substantiate the statements made throughout the paper. Incorporating more recent and relevant studies, particularly those published within the last five years, would improve the scientific credibility of the work. In addition, the reference list and in-text citations should be checked carefully for consistency and revised to fully comply with the journal’s required formatting style.
	

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


	I feel that is good enough.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The treatment of the research it must be clear first because its not standardized in statistic.
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