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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.


	This manuscript deals with a very important problem of how to manage sodicity in coastal rice–wheat cropping systems. The coastal soils of South Gujarat are susceptible to salinity and sodicity as a result of seawater intrusion and inadequate drainage, necessitating the urgent development of sustainable reclamation strategies. The comparative assessment of two gypsum types (phosphogypsum and granular gypsum), alongside the integration of graded wheat straw under prolonged field conditions, yields practical and region-specific evidence. The multi-year dataset (2020–2024) enhances the robustness of conclusions and provides valuable insights for soil reclamation initiatives, residue management approaches and the sustainability of coastal agriculture.

The study adds to integrated soil amendment strategies by showing how chemical and organic inputs can work together to improve soil structure, lower ESP and make aggregates more stable.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is scientifically correct and shows the main variables.

But it can be made a little clearer and more specific to cropping systems.

 Suggestion: “Influence of Different Gypsum Forms and Wheat Straw Incorporation on Soil Chemical and Physical Properties under a Coastal Rice–Wheat Cropping System”


	

	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 is mostly clear and well-organized. Suggested Changes:

1. Make it clear that the experiment was done using a split-plot design.

2. Include the basic properties of the soil (briefly mention that it is sodic).

3. If necessary, make the statistical significance clearer.

4. Add one sentence that sums up the implications, like: "These findings suggest that integrated gypsum and residue management can serve as a sustainable strategy for coastal sodic soil reclamation."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically sound and scientifically sound.

· "NS" shows up in a few tables, but the discussion often focuses on numerical trends. Make sure that the discussion makes a clear distinction between effects that are statistically significant and those that are not.

· Interaction (G×R) was mostly not significant. The discussion should explain why synergistic interaction was not statistically significant, even though the combined treatment was better.

· Table 1 shows that granular gypsum has a lot of Fe and Zn. There is no talk about possible effects on the environment (heavy metal buildup).

· Since this study covers several years, adding trend graphs or a discussion of the cumulative effect would make it easier to understand.

· A more mechanistic explanation, including ion exchange reactions, Ca-Na replacement dynamics and flocculation theory, would enhance scientific depth. 
Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct but needs stronger analytical depth in discussion.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly relevant and include both old and new works. Overall, the references are good, but they could be better for higher-tier journals. 

The language is clear, but it needs to be edited by a professional. 

Problems Seen: 
• Repeating phrases over and over again, like "failed to exert any significant difference." 
• Small mistakes in grammar. 
• Some problems with the way things are typed (like spacing, punctuation and writing units in different ways).
• Formatting of symbols (Na⁺, Ca²⁺) is not consistent. 

Before it can be published, the manuscript needs a lot of work on its language.
	

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


	The references are mostly relevant and include both old and new works. Overall, the references are good, but they could be better for higher-tier journals. 
The language is clear, but it needs to be edited by a professional. 
Problems Seen: 
• Repeating phrases over and over again, like "failed to exert any significant difference." 
• Small mistakes in grammar. 
• Some problems with the way things are typed (like spacing, punctuation and writing units in different ways).
• Formatting of symbols (Na⁺, Ca²⁺) is not consistent. 
Before it can be published, the manuscript needs a lot of work on its language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The tables are very long and have a lot of information. Think about condensing or moving some tables to the extra material.

· Include graphs that show how ESP, BD and WSA trends have changed over the years.

· Make it clear if the safety of heavy metals in phosphogypsum was checked.

· Make the flow between the Results and Discussion sections better (right now, it's a bit too descriptive).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are evident.
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