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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.


	By addressing a crucial subject, this work makes a significant contribution to the scientific community. The results appear strong and important because they demonstrate that the organic model II not only reduces the severity of Alternaria blight and aphid populations but also improves soil fertility and increases microbial activity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately sums up what is written in the paper.


	

	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.


	In general, the abstract is informative and presents the essential components (objectives, methodology, results, and conclusion).
Describe the location more briefly. The abstract provides a lot of detail about the location and the institution; this can be shortened to highlight only the most important information.

Add a brief statement about the significance of the research. Explain the significance of developing an organic rapeseed unit (e.g., environmental concerns, health considerations, sustainability).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows a logical organization (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion), which expands scientific knowledge.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
Suggestions for Improving the References Section

1. Some references follow APA format very well, while others contain inconsistencies, such as: Wrong order of initials, Missing italics for journal names/volume, Missing publisher information for books, Missing location for reports, and Formatting differences in capitalization

2. Standardize journal formatting. Examples of inconsistencies include:

Some journal titles are italicized, others are not.

Volume numbers are sometimes bold, sometimes plain.

Issue numbers are sometimes missing.

3. Some references are lacking:

*Page numbers (e.g., #9, #33)

*Publisher information (21)

*DOI where available (17, 18, 34, 44, etc.)

4. Some entries incorrectly use title case (e.g., 22, 35).

5. Correct author formatting. A few entries contain:

Missing commas

Incorrect ordering

Missing initials (e.g., 19, 21)

6. Check for the correctness of scientific names

Ensure genus names:

Are italicized (e.g., Brassica juncea, Trichoderma viride, Azotobacter)


	

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


	Yes, English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communication articles.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, I think the manuscript is well-written and informative. it is likely to be of interest to a wide range of researcher.

The results and discussion

The following are common writing errors and difficulties found in the text, along with an explanation of the type of error and general suggestions for improvement without rewriting the entire text:

1. Verb Tenses:
Inconsistency between past and present tenses, for example:

“It helps in overall crop growth… improve nutrient uptake…” It is better to maintain a single tense: helps… improves…

2. Some sentences are too long and need to be broken up.

3. Insufficient commas after citations, such as: (2011), (2014)

4. Units of fertilizer or production:

q ha¹ should be written in a standardized format, such as: q/ha

5. Percentages are sometimes written without the % symbol or as per cent. The formatting should be standardized.

Errors and Notes in Table 2

1. Fractions and Inconsistent Number Formatting:

Some numbers have a comma, and others have a full stop. They should all be standardized (with a decimal point).

2. Inconsistent Superscript/Subscript Positions: For example, 10⁻¹ cm is written unclearly.

3. Incorrect or Unclear Symbols: The symbol Poole d is misspelled; the correct symbol is Pooled. The symbol DAS (Days After Sowing) is not defined in the table. It should be added as a note under the table.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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