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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 study appears to be very important and valuable, with a significant impact on the economy, improving citizens' incomes and food security. Because the subject is important, I think it is worth improving the content of the article and publishing it in a form that befits its scientific value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate for the study, but it would be better not to mention the names of the crops, ‘Impact of land resource inventory (LRI) interventions on crop growth and yield performance’ Or, if the authors insist on mentioning the names of the crops, they should use their scientific names.
	

	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 summary is generally effective in presenting the study’s objective, outlining the methodology, and highlighting the key results. However, several improvements could enhance its clarity and impact:

•
Presenting the results as percentage changes between treatments would make the findings clearer and more comparable.

•
It is not appropriate to include a discussion of the results in the summary; therefore, the two sentences containing interpretive remarks should be removed. (Superior performance in T1 is attributed to timely sowing, balanced nutrient application, soil moisture conservation and favourable microclimatic conditions. The study demonstrates that LRI-based integrated management improves nutrient and water use efficiency, enhances crop development and increases yield stability)
•
The current choice of keywords may limit the article’s visibility in databases and search engines. I recommend using the following keywords instead:  Land resource inventory, nutrient efficiency, crops growth, yield performance, site specific management  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	As previously mentioned, the topic is scientifically very important; however, the way it is presented in its current form significantly reduces its scientific value. The following remarks may help the authors improve the manuscript:

1. Introduction:

The introduction is too general and lacks quantitative and concrete information.

For example, when addressing the nutrient requirements of crops, it would be more appropriate to include data such as the nutrient consumption per hectare or the annual consumption of mineral elements. The economic cost of fertilizer use should also be mentioned, in addition to highlighting the environmental issues associated with excessive fertilizer application—such as water pollution and soil salinization—supported by numerical data that emphasize the importance of the topic.

It would also have been better to begin the introduction by presenting the concept of LRI and summarizing the main findings from previous studies on this subject, instead of starting with cotton nutrient requirements, since cotton is not the main focus of the study.

The authors did not clearly define the research problem or the objective of the study. The introduction also lacks logical organization and coherence in the sequence of ideas.

2. Methodology:

The methodology section is too brief and not sufficiently clear.

•
The study area is not clearly defined.

•
The rationale for choosing the three crops is not explained—why these crops and not others?

•
The study period and duration are not specified.

•
The sample size and number of replications are not indicated.

•
The purpose of selecting the different treatments is not explained.

•
No information is provided regarding training or monitoring procedures.

•
The statistical analysis method and software are not specified; mentioning only the t-test is insufficient as methodological information.

3. Results and Discussion:

•
The results section is overly concise; each factor should be compared and discussed separately.

•
The presentation of results in the form of combined bar charts is inappropriate; factors such as leaf area and number of buds should not be compared in the same graph.

•
Statistical analysis results should be clearly displayed on the bars.

•
Figures should be properly referenced in the text.

In the discussion, it is not enough to merely compare the findings with previous studies; the results should be analyzed and interpreted in light of those studies. The discussion should also be enriched by citing a greater number of relevant previous works.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	When I searched a little about the topic, I found many publications related to LRI. However, the use of these references is very limited in this article, especially in the introduction. Therefore, I ask the authors to enrich the introduction further and make better use of these publications in the discussion.
	

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


	Regarding the language used in writing the article, I find it simple and clear, effectively conveying the scientific concept. However, you may also consider seeking the opinion of another person who is more proficient in the language than I am.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	


Reviewer details:

Yamina Ben Bessis, Ecole Normale Suprrieure de Ouargla ,  Algeria

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


