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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.


	The manuscript presents a well-designed, two-year field experiment evaluating the effect of integrated nutrient management on the growth and yield of papaya (Carica papaya L.) cv. Gujarat Junagadh Papaya 1 under Gujarat agroclimatic conditions. The study addresses an agronomically relevant and timely topic, particularly in the context of sustainable nutrient management and reduced dependence on chemical fertilizers.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	· Some sentences are lengthy and repetitive; tightening the language would improve readability.

· The phrase “for every recorded measure” and repeated listing of growth and yield parameters can be streamlined.

· Use uniform capitalization (e.g., “biofertilizer” instead of “Bio fertilizer”) and standard abbreviations.

· While “significant variations” are mentioned, specifying P ≤ 0.05 would strengthen scientific rigor.

· The final sentence could be more impactful by explicitly linking findings to sustainable nutrient management in papaya.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-designed, two-year field experiment evaluating the effect of integrated nutrient management on the growth and yield of papaya (Carica papaya L.) cv. Gujarat Junagadh Papaya 1 under Gujarat agroclimatic conditions. The study addresses an agronomically relevant and timely topic, particularly in the context of sustainable nutrient management and reduced dependence on chemical fertilizers.

· Some sentences are lengthy and repetitive; tightening the language would improve readability.

· The phrase “for every recorded measure” and repeated listing of growth and yield parameters can be streamlined.

· Use uniform capitalization (e.g., “biofertilizer” instead of “Bio fertilizer”) and standard abbreviations.

· While “significant variations” are mentioned, specifying P ≤ 0.05 would strengthen scientific rigor.

· The final sentence could be more impactful by explicitly linking findings to sustainable nutrient management in papaya.

· The Introduction is overly descriptive in the early sections and delays addressing the research problem and rationale.

· Production figures need consistent formatting and units (e.g., 57.44 lakh MT instead of 57,44,000 MT).

· Excessive morphological details (e.g., leaf size, stem structure) can be condensed.

· Integrated nutrient management is introduced late and briefly; it should be better linked to papaya productivity and soil health.

· The Introduction lacks a clear statement of knowledge gap and justification for the study, especially for Gujarat conditions and the selected cultivar.

· Minor grammatical errors and repetition reduce readability.

· Some sentences are long and repetitive; restructuring will improve readability.

· Method and timing of fertilizer and biofertilizer application.

· Source and composition of FYM, vermicompost, castor cake, and Bio NPK liquid biofertilizer.

· T1 includes FYM along with RDF, which may not be a true control; this should be clarified.

· Maintain consistency in units (e.g., m, g plant⁻¹).

· “Two plants per hill” needs clarification regarding thinning or maintenance.

· The title mentions “quality,” but no quality parameters are described in this section

· Phrases like “was shown (Table…)” and “whereas control recorded minimum” are repeatedly used.

· Several sentences are grammatically correct but not journal-polished.

· Numerical repetition in text can be reduced; focus on trends and biological relevance.

· Good but scattered; should be concise and integrated.

· Use uniform terminology (e.g., Bio NPK liquid biofertilizer).

· Some sentences are long and repetitive; tightening will improve readability.

· Phrases like “unequivocally show” can be softened to a more neutral academic tone.

· The conclusion can be more impactful by reducing repetition of results already discussed.

· Use uniform terminology (e.g., “Bio NPK liquid biofertilizer”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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