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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.
	This paper dives into a crucial farming challenge, finding the best balance of nitrogen (N) and sulfur (S) for growing Indian mustard in irrigated, semi-dry regions. With India's push to ramp up oilseed output and the common headache of sulfur shortages in overworked soils, this work feels spot-on and right for the moment. Through a structured test of different N and S amounts, it delivers practical, tailored tips for nutrient handling in the Agra area. Overall, it offers down-to-earth advice on smart nutrient strategies that can boost mustard harvests, make fertilizers go further, and even help farmers' bottom lines. While it's solid from a practical standpoint, it's not hugely original, lots of similar research on N-S combos has already been done in other farming climates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and suitable.
	

	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 covers key elements like the study's goal, the experimental setup using a factorial randomized block design with various treatment levels and replications, the main results on plant growth, yield factors, and seed production, plus a wrap-up conclusion. For starters, there's unnecessary repetition since the abstract is copied word-for-word elsewhere in the paper. It also skips any stats on significance, like p-values, and while it highlights top values, it doesn't show how they stack up against the control in percentages. Plus, there's no info on the soil's starting condition or fertility, and the claim that this is the best approach for mustard farming across all of India feels too broad, given the trial was just in one area. To fix this, I'd suggest cutting out the duplicate text, adding those percentage boosts compared to the baseline, toning down the nationwide generalization, slipping in a couple of lines about statistical relevance, and trimming back on the methods to spotlight the big-picture results more. All in all, it's a solid summary with good info, but tightening it up and adding these tweaks would make it even better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The research appears solid from a scientific standpoint overall, though it does raise a few red flags that could use some attention. On the positive side, it features a well-thought-out experimental setup with a randomized block design and proper replications, a sensible 3x3 factorial arrangement for treatments, clear reporting of statistical details like critical differences, standard errors, and coefficients of variation, a reasonable explanation of how nitrogen and sulfur work together synergistically, and findings that jive with what other studies have shown. That said, there are some glitches in the tables where plant height and growth numbers don't quite line up right—maybe due to typos or formatting slip-ups, like odd jumps in measurements across growth stages. Also, the top yield reported at around 41.58 quintals per hectare seems way above the typical state average of 13-14 quintals, and it'd be helpful to know why, perhaps from better farming practices, watering, or superior crop varieties. Also, there's no info on the starting soil nutrients, especially for nitrogen and sulfur, which makes it tougher to fully grasp the results. Plus, suggesting an 80:40 kg ratio of N to S without crunching the numbers on costs and benefits feels like it's missing a practical angle for real-world farmers. The discussion section mostly just points out trends and references other work without diving deep into why N and S interact the way they do mechanistically. All in all, it's decent science but could benefit from some tweaks, especially in how the data's presented and explained more thoroughly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references stand out for their freshness, with many drawn from 2023 to 2025, and they stay nicely focused on nitrogen and sulphur management specifically for mustard, while also pulling in useful insights from both regional and national Indian studies. The list leans quite heavily on domestic journals, which limits its reach and visibility on the global stage, a few entries feel unfinished, like the oddly formatted Kumar et al. (2020) citation, and there’s surprisingly little engagement with top-tier international work on nutrient synergies or the finer points of sulphur physiology. To round things out, it would be great to weave in a couple of solid review papers on nitrogen–sulphur interactions in oilseed crops, some clear data on sulphur-deficiency trends across Indian soils (perhaps from ICAR reports), and recent thinking on nutrient-use efficiency and long-term sustainability. Overall, the current set is already solid and timely, but slipping in two or three high-impact international reviews would give it real depth and broader credibility.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Before it can be published, this manuscript really needs a thorough polish of its language to iron out several nagging problems. For instance, there are grammar slip-ups like repeating words unnecessarily (such as "This study, conducted at conducted..."), along with inconsistent capitalization—think "Sulphur" versus "sulphur." Sentences often come across as clunky or awkward, articles are sometimes missing where they're needed (like in "The number of siliqua per plant under varying nitrogen..."), and there are various typos scattered throughout. The tables aren't formatted well, phrases get repeated more than they should, and the discussion section tends to fall into the same structural patterns over and over. Overall, the English is clear enough to follow, but it falls short of the polished, professional tone expected in top-tier academic writing. I'd strongly suggest that giving a strong language check helps the paper to elevate it.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· Get rid of those repeated phrases in the abstract, spruce up the tables to make them look sharp while double-checking all the numbers, fix any inconsistent units like switching between kg ha⁻¹ and kg/ha, trim the conclusion to cut out any redundant bits, and skip the AI disclaimer unless the journal specifically wants it.

· Include details on the soil's physical and chemical makeup before planting, toss in an ANOVA table or some F-values to back up your stats, and add a practical economic breakdown like the benefit-to-cost ratio to show real-world impact.

· Dive into the science by explaining the underlying physiological processes behind your findings, and make sure not to stretch your conclusions too far beyond the Agra area to avoid overgeneralizing.

Some portion of the manuscript requires a major revision, and I’d suggest that the author give a strong language check to elevate their paper's standards
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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