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	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 study is relevant to the scientific community because it evaluates eco-friendly weed management practices within organic tomato systems an area of increasing global interest. Conducting the research over two growing seasons provides valuable robustness and temporal stability to the findings. However, the Introduction remains descriptive and lacks a strong statement of research significance.

Explicitly connect the findings (e.g., stability of soil reaction and EC, CEC variability under organic practices) to
broader theoretical or agronomic frameworks.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is informative but not sufficiently precise it does not indicate the two-year duration or emphasize yield evaluation, which is a major component of the study.
Refine the title to reflect the full scope of the study.
	

	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 summarizes main results but lacks essential methodological information (experimental design, number of treatments). There are numerical inconsistencies specifically, the 2023–2024 pH values (1.77–1.86) which are clearly erroneous.
Revise the abstract to include method details and ensure numerical accuracy. Correct the pH values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design is standard, but the manuscript lacks methodological depth no statistical software is mentioned, data transformation procedures are absent, and quality control steps are not described. The discussion section is overly descriptive and does not engage critically with recent literature. Several data points are inconsistent, particularly the pH values in Table 1. The analysis of CEC changes needs a more mechanistic explanation grounded in soil chemistry.

Provide detailed methodological justification, including statistical tools and assumptions. Correct all inconsistent
data. Strengthen the discussion by integrating current scientific literature (2020–2024) and explaining mechanisms driving changes in soil properties.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the references are relevant, many are over a decade old. There is limited inclusion of recent studies addressing organic weed management, mulching innovations, or soil chemical dynamics.
Add up-to-date references from recent high-impact journals (2020–2024), especially meta-analyses or systematic reviews on organic weed control and soil chemical changes under mulching.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript suffers from inconsistent grammar, awkward phrasing, and occasional typographical errors (e.g., “Tomao yield”). Sentence structure is uneven, and transitions between paragraphs are abrupt. The writing does not yet meet the linguistic rigor expected by Q1 journals.
Conduct a thorough language revision. Improve sentence cohesion, maintain tense consistency, and standardize technical terminology.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Critical Revisions
1. Correct all numerical inconsistencies, especially the erroneous pH values in 2023–2024.
2. Clearly articulate the research gap and scientific contribution in the Introduction.
3. Revise the abstract for methodological completeness and accuracy.
4. Strengthen the discussion with mechanistic explanations and recent literature (2020–2024).
5. Expand methodological details, including statistical analysis procedures.
6. Conduct comprehensive language editing for grammar, coherence, and technical precision.
Optional Revisions
1. Refine the title to better reflect the scope (two-year evaluation, yield analysis).
2. Add visual aids such as graphs summarizing soil properties and yield differences.
3. Include a brief economic or practical feasibility discussion.
4. Improve transitions and overall narrative flow across sections.
Introduction
Before: “Organic agriculture has been seen as a potential solution to nutrient losses because of the aims of recycling and the restriction of nutrient imports to livestock and fields.”
After: “Organic agriculture offers a structured approach to mitigating nutrient depletion by enhancing internal nutrient recycling and reducing dependence on external inputs.”
Abstract
Before: “The soil pH (7.54–8.13 in 2022–2023 and 7.77–8.16 in 2023–2024) and electrical conductivity (0.58– 0.63 dS m⁻¹) were not significantly influenced by treatments…”
After: “Soil pH (7.54–8.13 in 2022–2023; 7.77–8.16 in 2023–2024) and electrical conductivity (0.58–0.63 dS m⁻¹) remained statistically unaffected across treatments, indicating stable soil reaction and salinity under organic management.”
Method
Before: “The experiment was laid out in a randomized block design with three replications.”
After: “The experiment followed a randomized block design with three replications, and treatment effects were assessed using ANOVA at the 5% significance level.”
Results and Discussion
Before: “CEC showed significant differences among treatments in both years.”
After: “CEC exhibited significant variation among treatments in both years, suggesting that weed-management- induced changes in organic matter input played a critical role in shaping soil exchange properties.”
Conclusion
Before: “These findings suggest that mulching-based approaches can serve as effective and ecofriendly
alternatives…”
After: “These findings indicate that mulching-based strategies represent viable and environmentally sustainable alternatives to chemical herbicides, particularly for organic production systems that prioritize long-term soil
health.”
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	No ethical concerns were identified. The study involves standard agronomic field experiments without human or animal subjects.
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