Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI_147748

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect of Sweet flag (Acorus calamus L.) Rhizome Seed Treatment on Seed Quality in Field bean (Lablab purpureus L.)

	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 manuscript discusses seed treatment using Acorus calamus rhizome-based seed treatments as a viable substitute to conventional chemicals to enhance the quality of field bean seed, a valuable pulse crop. It deals with the topical concerns in sustainable farming, seed technology without residue, and alternative seed protection measures. By employing standard seed quality parameters within a defined experimental structure, gives preliminary yet pertinent data that can inform the future research regarding botanical seed treatments. The Study can have a valuable contribution to the creation of plant-derived seed protectants with proper corrections and clarifications.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is mostly appropriate 

Proposed refined alternative (option): Effect of Sweet Flag (Acorus calamus L.) Rhizome-Based Seed Treatments on Seed Quality of Field Bean (Lablab purpureus L.).
	

	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.


	1. Properly and accurately determine the best treatment: 15 g kg⁻¹ rhizome powder (T4) according to the treatment plan; do not mix up with T3.

2. Distinctly separate numerical improvement and statistically significant difference; do not show significance where the results are non-significant. 

3. Eliminate or dilute mechanistic statements that are not directly testable and concentrate on specific and data-based statements.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Inconsistency in treatment: All differences between T3 and T4 in the text and the tables should be fixed in such a way that were supported by data 15 g kg⁻¹ powder (T4) should be used constantly. 

2. Statistical interpretation: NS-marked traits: the text needs only to report numerical trends and not to use such words as significant; every statement should be consistent with ANOVA data. 

3. Methodological clarity: Information about the source and the lot of seed used, the original quality of the seed, precise mode of application, test site and the soil, and storage/handling conditions before experimentation. 



	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add a few recent, relevant studies on botanical seed treatments and Acorus calamus to strengthen the support base.


	

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


	Standardize headings, subheadings, numbering, units, and symbols.



	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Revise the Introduction: (i) field bean significance, (ii) seed quality and storage limitations, (iii) constraints of synthetic seed treatment, (iv) prospective of Acorus calamus and (v) the gap in the research. 

2. Results and Discussion both should begin with the main statistical results then provide concise, without repetition, interpret the results with proper references. 
3. T4 (15 g kg⁻¹ rhizome powder) should be properly recognized as the most promising treatment of those tested, limitations (single season, no long-term storage or pest data) should be noted, and multi-location and storage studies should be recommended.
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