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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 is important for the scientific community because it addresses long-term nutrient management in one of the most intensive cropping systems in South Asia, the rice–rice system. The study provides 18 years of experimental evidence on how integrated nutrient management influences soil organic carbon (SOC), crop productivity, and soil health. It identifies a critical carbon input threshold required to maintain SOC equilibrium, which has direct implications for climate change mitigation and sustainable agriculture. These insights are highly relevant to policymakers, soil scientists, and agronomists working in semi-arid environments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Title: Appropriate, clear, and well aligned with the content.
	

	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.


	Too long and overloaded with details; it could be simplified for easier comprehension.

There is an inconsistency: the abstract states that a minimum input of 3.6 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹ is required to maintain SOC, while the conclusion states 3.0 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹ → contradiction, must be corrected.
Some sentences are too technical; a more concise and result-focused style would improve readability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust, technically sound, and logically structured. The methodology is clear and appropriate, with adequate statistical analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many references are included, but some are outdated (e.g., 2003, 2004). More recent studies (2023–2024) should be added.
	

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


	Yes, the English is clear and scholarly, though a few sentences could be further polished for conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Title and Abstract
Title: Appropriate, clear, and well aligned with the content.

Abstract:Too long and overloaded with details; it could be simplified for easier comprehension.

There is an inconsistency: the abstract states that a minimum input of 3.6 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹ is required to maintain SOC, while the conclusion states 3.0 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹ contradiction, must be corrected.
Some sentences are too technical; a more concise and result-focused style would improve readability.

2. Introduction

Literature: Many references are included, but some are outdated (e.g., 2003, 2004). More recent studies (2023–2024) should be added.

Problem Statement: Clear, but phrases such as “This study is the first to show…” are missing.

3. Materials and Methods

Experimental Site Description: Location is well described, but climatic data (rainfall, temperature) are missing. Since this is a semi-arid region, numerical climate values are necessary.

Statistical Analysis: Results are presented in tables, but the statistical methods used (ANOVA, LSD, etc.) are not explicitly mentioned. Only p ≤ 0.05 is given needs more detail.
FYM Application: Applied as 15 t/ha, but the method for converting this into carbon input is not clearly explained.

4. Results and Discussion

Tables:
Table 1 includes “S.Em” and “CD (0.05%)” but their meanings are not explained.

Table 2 contains abbreviations (BC Stub, BC Root, BC Rhiz, BC Aqua) that are not defined.

Inconsistency in Results:

At one point, the manuscript says “minimum annual input of 3.6 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹” (Abstract and Results).

In the Conclusion, it states “carbon input threshold of approximately 3.0 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹.” major inconsistency, should be fixed.
Figures 1 and 2: Mentioned in the text, but figures are missing or not included properly must be added.
5. Conclusion

Well written but overly long. It would be stronger if shortened and presented in bullet points.

Practical implications (for farmers and policymakers) should be more explicitly emphasized.

6. References

References are mostly between 2000–2019. Very few from 2020 onwards.

More recent studies (2021–2024) on carbon sequestration and sustainable agriculture should be cited.

Formatting inconsistencies exist, e.g.: “Glob. Chang. Biol.2007” vs. “Soil Science.1934”. Standardization is needed.

7. Language and Writing

Overall good academic English.

However, some sentences are overly long and repetitive, e.g.:
“The sustained high productivity recorded over the 18-year period under the integrated nutrient management regime indicates that balancing nutrient inputs through complementary sources is essential for maintaining nutrient supply in synchrony with crop demand.” This could be shortened.

Units like “Mg C ha-1 yr-1” are sometimes inconsistently spaced. Consistency is required.

8. General Gaps

Missing climatic data.
Lack of detailed statistical methodology.

Contradiction between 3.0 vs. 3.6 Mg C ha⁻¹ yr⁻¹ threshold values.

Abbreviations in tables not explained.

More recent references should be added.

Overall Assessment:
The paper is scientifically strong, but small methodological clarifications, writing improvements, and consistency issues need to be resolved. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were found.
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