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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 entitled “Nutrient Dynamics in Direct-Seeded Rice: Balancing Crop Productivity and Economic Viability via Integrated Nutrient Management” presents a well-structured field experiment evaluating the effect of integrating green manures with inorganic nitrogen fertilizers on nutrient content, uptake, productivity, and economic returns of direct-seeded rice (DSR). The study is timely and relevant, particularly in the context of sustainable nutrient management and resource conservation agriculture.
	

	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.


	1. Correct economic data.

2. Emphasize nitrogen-saving potential of 75% RDN + Dhaincha.

3. Mention replication and significance level.

4. Add one line on mechanism (biological nitrogen fixation).

5. Ensure internal consistency between results and conclusion.


	

	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


	Maintain species consistency (Vigna radiata vs Vigna mungo).

Add explicit research gap.

Add final objective statement.

Slightly reduce repetition on water scarcity.

Strengthen INM–DSR linkage mechanistically.

Recommended dose of fertilizers N₇₅P₃₀K₃₀ kg ha⁻¹

But treatments include:

· 75% RDN

· 100% RDN

If 75 kg N is the recommended dose, then:

· 75% RDN = 56.25 kg N

· 100% RDN = 75 kg N

However, this needs to be clearly clarified in the methodology:

What exactly is 100% RDN in numeric terms?
What is 75% RDN in kg N/ha?

Without this clarification, interpretation becomes confusing.

In the abstract you wrote:

Highest gross (₹1,50,045/ha) and net returns (₹1,50,045/ha)

This is incorrect.

From Table 7:

· Gross return = ₹1,50,045

· Net return = ₹59,268

This is a serious numerical mistake and must be corrected.

Grain yield:

· Maximum = 31.35 q ha⁻¹

For Haryana conditions, this yield is moderate to low.

You should briefly justify:

· Was rainfall below normal?

· Was this true DSR stress condition?

· Was variety medium duration?

Otherwise reviewers may question productivity level.

Adding objective clearly

Mentioning experimental year

Highlighting nitrogen saving result
 “Inceptisols of Haryana” → Mention in methodology clearly.

 “Statistically on par” → use “statistically at par”

 Remove extra spacing in treatment descriptions.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Manzar Alam, CATR Institute Lucknow, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

