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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The manuscript intittled “Effects of cotton oil cake with recommended fertilizer dose on nutrient uptake, yield contributing characters, and yield of BRRI dhan29” is scientifically important to the community because it provide data base which supporting sustainable and cost-effective rice production.  The finding reveals that T5 is comparable to treatment receiving full commercial fertilizer (T2).  This indicates that organic fertilizer has the potential to fully replace commercial fertilizer.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable, but I just would like to suggest tittle  like “Response of Integrated Application of Cotton Oil Cake and Recommended Fertilizer Dose on Nutrient uptake, agronomic characteristics, and Yield BRRI dhan 29 Rice.
	

	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 covers all key aspect comprehensively, however it’s slightly overly detailed on the methodology and could be strengthened by the following:
1. The abstract should minimized detail on methodology unless they are important in the understanding of the finding;

2. The abstract must clearly quantify the main finding s like the T5 and T2.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript id scientifically correct base of clear statement of design methodology and presentation of results.  However, to be more scientifically correct, here are some of my suggestions, 
a. Inconsistent COC percentage calculation: how calculation is done in replacing RFD to COC.

b.  Discrepancy in Abstract and Result: T5 is 70% RDF and 30% COC and T6 is 60% of RFD + 40% of COC.  But is the result T5 is "(70% of RFD+40% of COC)"
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	67% of the references used are new and 33% are old
Suggested References. 

Study on the Potential Capacity of Cake Fertilizer for Soil Improvement and Emission Reduction, DOI: 10.3389/fpls.2025.1400159 DOI: 10.3389/fpls.2025.1400159
International Journal of Agronomy and Agricultural Research (IJAAR), Vol. 19, No. 5, November 2021
Effectiveness of Fermented Rice Bran with Coconut Water on Crop Growth.
 .
.
	

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


	The language are generally understandable except for few needs’ revision.
Gramar (example Now a days, traditionally the organic manures are used [suggestion] Nowadays, organic manures are traditionally used. - ABSTRAACT

Redundancy (example "high quality yields with low cost per crop." Instead “high yield at low cost”
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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