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	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 provides valuable insights into the effect of different sulphur sources, including nano-sulphur, on the growth and yield attributes of linseed, an important oilseed crop. By systematically evaluating foliar and soil-based sulphur applications under Dhampur’s agro-climatic conditions, the study identifies strategies to enhance crop productivity and nutrient use efficiency. The findings are particularly relevant for optimizing sulphur fertilization in oilseed cultivation, addressing nutrient deficiencies, and improving overall food security. Additionally, the research contributes to the emerging field of nanotechnology in agriculture, highlighting the potential of nano-sulphur to improve plant growth, yield, and quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Effect of Different Sulphur Sources on Growth and Yield Attributes of Linseed (Linum usitatissimum L.) under Dhampur Agro-Climatic Conditions
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the study, including the objective, experimental design, key treatments, major results, and conclusion. It is generally informative; however, there are areas where it could be improved for greater clarity and completeness:

Suggestions for Improvement:

· Include numeric results: While the abstract mentions “highest values” for growth parameters and yield, adding specific quantitative results (e.g., plant height, number of capsules, seed weight) would strengthen the abstract.

· Clarify comparison among treatments: Mention briefly how nano-sulphur compared to conventional sulphur or control to highlight the significance of the results.

· Language refinement: Phrases like “at the same stages” can be reworded for clarity (e.g., “applied at both 30 DAS and flowering stage”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, but a critical assessment reveals areas needing clarification or improvement:
Terminology consistency: Some terms are inconsistently used, e.g., “sulphur fertilizer” vs. “sulphur application” vs. “nano-sulphur.” Clear distinction should be maintained.

Statistical interpretation: While SEm and CD are reported, the manuscript should clearly state the statistical software used and the level of significance (though P ≤ 0.05 is implied).

Units and formatting: Minor inconsistencies, e.g., kg/ha, kg ha⁻¹, and spacing issues, should be standardized.

Mechanistic explanations: While the discussion explains observed effects, some claims (e.g., improved enzymatic activity, better source–sink relationships) are made without direct experimental evidence in this study; phrasing should reflect that these are inferred from literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are outdated, e.g., FAOSTAT (2007) and Richharia et al. (1962). These should be replaced or supplemented with more recent global linseed production and distribution statistics.

Limited references on sulphur nano-fertilizers in linseed specifically—most cited studies involve mustard, groundnut, or sunflower. Adding 1–2 recent studies directly on linseed or similar oilseeds would strengthen relevance.

Consider including recent reviews on nano-fertilizers and sulphur efficiency in oilseeds published in 2023–2025 to contextualize findings in modern agronomic practices.
	

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


	Several grammatical errors and awkward sentence constructions occur throughout the text (e.g., “Nutrients plays a important role” → should be “Nutrients play an important role”; “All though it is categorised” → “Although it is categorized”).

Redundancy and repetition in the Introduction and Results sections, especially regarding the benefits of sulphur and nano-sulphur, should be minimized.

Some sentences are long and convoluted, making comprehension difficult (e.g., the paragraph describing linseed nutritional content). Breaking them into shorter sentences would improve clarity.

Minor typos and inconsistent formatting exist (e.g., “tones” instead of “tons”, “Exprimental” instead of “Experimental”).

Figures and tables are referenced appropriately, but figure captions and table titles could be phrased more clearly for professional style.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents useful findings on the effect of sulphur sources on linseed productivity. The study is relevant and methodologically sound, but improvements are needed in language quality, organization of the introduction, and clarity in figures and tables. Strengthening the discussion with more recent references will also enhance the scientific impact. With these revisions, the manuscript could make a valuable contribution to the field.
Based on the scientific soundness, relevance, and quality of presentation, the manuscript is technically correct but requires improvements in language, organization of the introduction, and strengthening of the discussion with more recent literature. 
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