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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.


	The manuscript explores the effect of organic inputs and microbial consortia on radish growth and yield, which is an important topic for promoting sustainable agriculture. The research aligns with global efforts to reduce chemical fertilizer dependency and enhance soil health. However, the study provides only limited novelty, as similar work on integrated nutrient management in vegetables has already been extensively reported. The scientific contribution would be more meaningful if the authors included soil microbiological parameters, nutrient uptake analysis, or microbial dynamics to support the interpretation of plant responses. Nonetheless, the data add value to region-specific agronomic practices and could be useful for local recommendations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive but somewhat lengthy and conventional. It lacks emphasis on the experimental novelty or main finding.
Suggested alternative title:
“Influence of Organic Amendments and Microbial Consortium on Growth and Yield Performance of Radish (Raphanus sativus L.) cv. Japanese White.”
This version is concise and scientifically precise.
	

	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 the experiment and main results but lacks clarity and depth. It primarily lists numerical values without explaining their significance or providing context. It also omits information about the experimental design, replication, and statistical relevance. The abstract should be rewritten to (i) highlight the purpose and hypothesis, (ii) summarize key findings with statistical importance, and (iii) state a clear conclusion emphasizing the implications for sustainable radish production.
Critical suggestion: Avoid excessive use of numerical data in the abstract—focus on trends and key comparative results. Add keywords.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the experimental design (RBD with replications) is appropriate, the scientific rigor of the manuscript is moderate.

· The composition and functional role of the microbial consortium are not clearly described, making reproducibility difficult.

· Statistical analysis details are missing; the use of ANOVA or post-hoc tests should be explicitly mentioned.

· Tables include only S.Ed and CD(5%) values, but standard error bars or coefficient of variation should be added to support reliability.

· The discussion is largely descriptive, repeating results rather than critically analyzing the physiological or microbial mechanisms behind the observations.

· There is a lack of correlation between organic input application, microbial activity, and nutrient dynamics in soil.

Overall, while the data appear consistent, the manuscript lacks mechanistic insight and critical interpretation that would elevate it from a routine agronomic trial to a publishable scientific contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate but outdated. Most cited works are from early 2000s or before, with very few references post-2015. To improve scientific credibility, the authors should incorporate recent studies on integrated nutrient management, soil microbial consortia, and organic vegetable production (preferably from 2018–2024). Citations from reputed journals such as Applied Soil Ecology, Agronomy, or Scientia Horticulturae would strengthen the literature support.
Critical suggestion: Replace older citations (e.g., pre-2010) with recent peer-reviewed literature where possible.
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires substantial editing. Common issues include:

· Grammatical errors (missing articles, subject–verb disagreement).

· Long, repetitive sentences that obscure key findings.

· Inconsistent tense usage.

· Non-standard formatting (spacing, punctuation, and inconsistent units such as “t ha-1” vs. “tha-1”).
Professional language editing is recommended before publication to ensure scholarly readability
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript would benefit from a separate “Conclusion” section summarizing the main findings and practical relevance.

· Figures (especially Fig. 1 and Fig. 2) lack proper captions and should include scale or descriptive details.

· The results could be enhanced by including soil property changes or microbial population counts before and after treatment.

· A cost-benefit or economic analysis could strengthen the practical applicability of the findings.

· The novelty of the study should be more clearly justified in the introduction and conclusion.
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