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	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 is relevant for the scientific community as it contributes to the understanding of sustainable fertilization practices in medicinal plant production, particularly under semi-arid conditions. The study provides useful information on the use of locally available organic inputs, such as cattle manure and Merremia aegyptia, which can support agroecological systems and smallholder farming. However, the study presents some limitations. The experiment was conducted during a single growing season and at a single location, which restricts the ability to generalize the results under varying climatic and soil conditions. In addition, the statistical analysis focuses mainly on treatment effects, without addressing the potential influence of environmental factors. These aspects should be more clearly acknowledged and discussed in the manuscript. But, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the identified issues can be addressed through minor revisions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable, as it reflects the main objective of the study and includes essential elements such as the crop, the type of fertilization, and the soil conditions. The wording captures the scope of the research and provides relevant scientific context. The title could be improved in terms of clarity and conciseness. Its current length and structure may reduce readability, and certain phrases appear redundant. A more streamlined formulation, with simplified phrasing and the use of precise scientific terminology, would enhance clarity and improve its overall impact.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and presents the main components of the study, including the objective, experimental design, evaluated variables, and key findings. It provides sufficient information for the reader to understand the scope and relevance of the research. The section could be improved by enhancing clarity and structure. The authors are encouraged to present the information in a more concise and cohesive manner, avoiding repetition and ensuring a logical flow between sentences. The inclusion of more specific quantitative results in a clearer format would strengthen the impact of the abstract. In addition, the objective of the study could be stated more explicitly, and the conclusion could be formulated more clearly to highlight the main contribution of the research. Minor language revisions are also recommended to improve readability and academic style.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, as it follows a conventional experimental design and applies appropriate statistical methods, such as analysis of variance, to evaluate treatment effects. The methodology is adequately described, and the results are consistent with the stated objectives. Certain limitations should be acknowledged more clearly. The experiment was conducted over a single growing season and at a single location, which restricts the robustness and generalizability of the findings. The analysis focuses primarily on treatment effects, without incorporating environmental variability or potential interactions with climatic factors. Despite these limitations, no major methodological flaws are evident, and the study can be considered scientifically correct within the specific conditions under which it was conducted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally adequate and relevant to the topic, including studies on agronomic practices and organic fertilization. Several recent sources have been included, which supports the scientific context of the study. The reference list could be further strengthened by incorporating more recent and internationally recognized studies related to Mentha species, particularly regarding their biological properties, chemical composition, and broader applications. The inclusion of additional literature would enhance the scientific depth of the introduction and discussion sections. The authors are encouraged to consider the following references:

Shelepova et al. (2021) – on chemical components and biological activities of Mentha × piperita essential oils.

Wei et al. (2023) – on the pharmaceutical importance of Mentha arvensis and Mentha × piperita.

Salehi et al. (2018) – a comprehensive review of Mentha species from cultivation to industrial applications.

The integration of such references would provide a more comprehensive background and improve the overall quality of the manuscript.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable and allows the reader to follow the main ideas and results of the study. The scientific terminology is mostly appropriate for scholarly communication. Improvements are required in terms of grammar, sentence structure, and overall clarity. Several sentences are overly long or contain awkward phrasing, which affects readability. There are also minor issues related to verb tense consistency and article usage. Careful language editing by a native English speaker or professional editing service is recommended to enhance clarity, precision, and academic style.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in the field of sustainable agriculture, focusing on the use of organic fertilization in medicinal plant production under semi-arid conditions. The experimental design is appropriate, and the results provide useful insights, particularly for small-scale and agroecological farming systems. At the same time, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in clarity and consistency. Certain sections could be better structured, and the discussion should more clearly acknowledge the limitations related to the short experimental period and single location. The inclusion of additional recent references would also strengthen the scientific context. Greater attention should also be given to the presentation of results and their interpretation. Some findings are reported clearly, but the discussion could be expanded to better relate the results to existing literature and to explain the underlying mechanisms driving the observed responses. This would improve the scientific depth and strengthen the overall argumentation of the manuscript. Attention should also be given to the consistency and completeness of the citation of sources throughout the manuscript. Although the references are generally relevant, some statements, particularly in the introduction and discussion, are insufficiently supported by recent and internationally recognized literature. Strengthening the manuscript with additional up-to-date references and ensuring that all scientific claims are properly documented would improve its credibility and academic rigor.With minor revisions focused on language, structure, and clearer discussion of limitations, the manuscript has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and addresses a relevant topic in sustainable agriculture. The experimental design and statistical analysis are appropriate, and the results are clearly presented and aligned with the study objectives. The findings provide useful insights, particularly for organic and small-scale farming systems. Revisions are required to improve clarity, language quality, and overall structure. The discussion should more explicitly acknowledge the limitations related to the single-season and single-location experiment. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent and internationally relevant references, as well as improved consistency in citation and presentation. The suggested revisions are minor and can be addressed without substantial changes to the experimental design or core results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No significant ethical issues are evident in this manuscript. The study involves plant material and standard agronomic practices, which do not raise concerns related to animal or human research ethics. The manuscript appears to follow standard scientific procedures, and there are no indications of misconduct such as plagiarism, data fabrication, or inappropriate data handling. Nonetheless, it would be advisable for the authors to ensure that all sources are properly cited and that any required institutional or experimental approvals, if applicable, are clearly stated.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are evident in this manuscript. The study does not indicate any financial, personal, or institutional conflicts that could have influenced the results or their interpretation. It is recommended that the authors include a clear statement regarding competing interests to ensure transparency and compliance with standard publication practices.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No clear evidence of plagiarism was identified in the manuscript. The text appears to be original, and the cited sources are generally appropriate. A standard similarity check using plagiarism detection software would further support the assessment of originality and compliance with publication standards.
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