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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important topic related to rice crops productivity and nutrient management under challenging soil conditions, which is highly relevant for sustainable agricultural development. The study contributes to the understanding of alternative and non-conventional approaches that may improve nutrient availability and crop performance in coastal sandy soils. Additionally, the findings may support future research focused on sustainable cultivation practices and resource-efficient agricultural systems. Despite the need for revisions, the manuscript has the potential to contribute valuable information to researchers working in plant science, soil management, and agricultural sustainability.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriate for the study.
Rating scale: 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
Rating scale: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are appropriate and useful.

However, the authors included some keywords that are already present in the title. It is recommended to replace them with additional relevant terms that broaden the indexing and visibility of the manuscript.
Rating scale: 3

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the background information of the paper is not sufficient and well organized.
The background information is not sufficiently developed or well organized. The introduction should provide clearer contextualization of the scientific problem, better integration of relevant literature (updated), and clearly explain the scientific problem or relevance/innovation of the study, and needs a more coherent progression toward the objectives of the study.

Rating scale: 2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the research objectives/hypotheses is clearly stated.
Rating scale: 3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the literature review is not up to date.
Rating scale: 2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the research methodology is appropriate for the study.
Rating scale: 4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating scale: N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the results are presented clearly.
But there are some considerations that need to be carefully reviewed, which are mentioned below.
Rating scale: 4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Yes, the tables and figures are clear, relevant, and necessary.
But there are some considerations that need to be carefully reviewed, which are mentioned below.
Rating scale: 3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the discussion not totally relate findings to existing literature.
There are some considerations that need to be carefully reviewed, which are mentioned below.
Rating scale: 2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusions are supported by the data.
Rating scale: 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the limitations of the study are not discussed.
Rating scale: 2

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the references are relevant and sufficient (in number).
Rating scale: 4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.
Rating scale: 4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. 

The title is appropriate, clear, and adequately reflects the main objective and scope of the study. It is scientifically relevant and consistent with the content presented in the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. 

The abstract clearly presents the objective of the study. However, the contextualization of the problem was not sufficiently clear. The methodology was briefly but adequately described, and the main results were properly presented. There is coherence between the results and the conclusions, and the writing is clear and concise, with appropriate scientific and terminological consistency. Additionally, the abstract accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. Nevertheless, the scientific relevance/applicability of the study were not clearly highlighted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and presents consistent results. However, some major revisions are necessary before the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.

Comment 1 - The authors are requested to include line numbering throughout the manuscript to facilitate the review process and improve the identification of specific comments and suggestions.

Comment 2 - The authors should add an appropriate citation to support the information presented in this paragraph:
“The coastal zone is a dynamic interface between terrestrial and marine ecosystems and is subjected to both terrestrial and marine influences. The coastline of the world is estimated to be 356,000 km long, covering 10 percent of the Earth’s surface The coastal plains are characterized by presence of sandy soils, which are acidic and well drained but moderately saline due to seawater infiltration. These soils are composed of primary minerals such as SiO2 (quartz), which are low in fertility and highly resistant to weathering.”

Comment 3 - The authors are encouraged to include more recent references to better support and update the discussion presented in this section: “Soil acidity is identified as one of the major growth-limiting factors for crops worldwide (Foy, 1984).”

Comment 4 - The molecular formula was provided; however, the corresponding compound name should also be included in parentheses for better clarity and standardization: “These soils are composed of primary minerals such as SiO2 (quartz), which are low in fertility and highly resistant to weathering.”

Comment 5 - Please see previous comment: “…increased Fe²⁺ ions”.

Comment 6 - Please see comment 3, and check all manuscripts to remove the double spaces and double periods at the end of the sentences: “The soils of Kerala, are generally acidic, accounting to nearly 94.7 per cent of the soils in the region (Maji et al., 2012) and is often associated with increased iron toxicity (Mandal et al., 2003)..”

Comment 7 - There are many citations before 2020, please update the manuscript references.

Comment 8 - Is “Karala” a place? The authors mentioned a specific location without prior contextualization. A brief introduction or explanation of the relevance of this location to the study should be provided: “In rice-growing soils of Kerala, low pH, iron toxicity, and reduced nutrient availability are some of the most important soil-related constraints affecting rice yields.”

Comment 10 - This statement was presented without sufficient contextualization. The authors should provide additional background or explanation to improve clarity and coherence: “However, the high cost and low availability of conventional shell lime have hindered its use by rice-growing farmers, often at levels much lower than recommended.”

Comment 11 - There has been no progress in 14 years? Please see comment 3: “Farmers are forced to use inorganic fertilizers as a compensatory measure for low nutrient availability, making rice production expensive and unsustainable from an environmental perspective (Moossa et al., 2012).”

Comment 12 - Please see comment 2: “Burnt shell lime, calcium oxide, is the liming material that is most commonly employed. Ecological limitations on the collection and processing of shells have also limited the availability of this liming material and driven up the cost. In this scenario, the use of non-conventional liming materials appears to be a viable option from the point of view of cost-effectiveness and potential efficacy of the materials to combat soil acidity and iron toxicity problems.”

Comment 13 - Please see comment 3

Comment 14 - The authors cite a study to support the obtained results; however, the referenced work doesn't use dolomite. Therefore, the comparison presented may not be appropriate. The authors are encouraged to revise this interpretation and, if possible, include references specifically related to the use of dolomite to better support the discussed results, or change the text to better comprehension. “The application of dolomite improved rice growth and yield due to the amelioration of soil pH and the supply of calcium and magnesium, which improved rice growth and yield, as proved by Aslam et al. (2001).”

Comment 15 - The authors cited a reference that appears to be a conference abstract/symposium proceeding, and the full document could not be accessed for verification of the reported information. It is recommended that the authors replace this citation with a peer-reviewed and more accessible reference to improve the reliability and traceability of the information presented.  https://www.alice.cnptia.embrapa.br/alice/bitstream/doc/840077/1/SP14356.pdf : “The antagonistic effect of increased Fe²⁺ ions in the rhizosphere region results in the reduced uptake of essential nutrients (Eswaran et al., 1997)”

Comment 16 - The information provided is not contained in the cited reference. The authors should revise the citation and provide an appropriate reference that effectively supports the statement presented in the manuscript. This is a review and does not mention or associate Fe2+ with rice crops, as in the presented context: “…reducing the growth and yield of rice crops (Fageria et al., 2008).”

Comment 17 – Please see comment 2: “In rice-growing soils of Kerala, low pH, iron toxicity, and reduced nutrient availability are some of the most important soil-related constraints affecting rice yields. In rice-growing soils of Kerala, low pH, iron toxicity, and reduced nutrient availability are some of the most important soil-related constraints affecting rice yields. However, the high cost and low availability of conventional shell lime have hindered its use by rice-growing farmers, often at levels much lower than recommended.”

Comment 18 – The cited reference could not be found in the reference list. Please check the citation carefully and ensure that all references cited in the text are properly included in the bibliography: “Package of Practices (KAU, 2016).”

Comment 19 – Please, check all Results and discussion section, the authors present several interpretations in a very categorical manner. Considering the complexity of the evaluated processes, the discussion should be written more cautiously, using more appropriate scientific language such as “may”, “might”, “could”, or “possibly”, particularly when the proposed explanations are not directly demonstrated by the data. Also, the authors cite previous studies to support the obtained results; however, the discussion remains largely descriptive and does not adequately address the possible mechanisms or factors that may have contributed to these findings. The manuscript would benefit from a deeper discussion explaining the observed results rather than only comparing them with the literature. The authors should discuss the possible factors and processes occurring in the different sampled environments that may have contributed to the observed results. For example, variations in soil pH, electrical conductivity, and other physicochemical parameters should be interpreted in the context of the environmental conditions of each sampling site, rather than only reporting the values obtained.

Comment 20 – Please check all tables, the tables lacks a proper legend and sufficient explanatory information. The meaning of the different letters associated with the treatment means is not described, and several abbreviations/acronyms are presented without definition. The table should be revised to improve clarity and interpretation of the results.

Comment 21 - The authors did not indicate in Tables or text, whether there were significant differences among treatments. Information regarding the statistical analysis and significance of the results is not explicitly presented. 

Comment 22 - The authors cited studies reporting increased microbial abundance and activity; however, the relevance of this information to the present study and to the obtained results was not adequately discussed. The discussion should better explain how these findings relate to the observed data and their implications within the context of the study: “Shaaban et al. (2024) reported that the application of dolomite in acidic paddy soils significantly increased the pH of the soils and altered the populations of ammonia-oxidizing microorganisms, particularly ammonia-oxidizing bacteria and enhanced the processes of nitrogen mineralization and transformation (Fageria et al. 2010) in the soils.  The liming effect reduced the toxicity of aluminum in the acidic paddy soils and created a conducive environment for the activities of microorganisms (Haynes,.1991).“

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, the references are not recent. 

The references are sufficient to support the study. However, many of them are relatively old. Where possible, the authors should update the reference list by including more recent literature, preferably studies published within the last 5 years, or at maximum within the last 10 years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No, there are not ethical issues in this manuscript.
	





Reviewer details:

Cristiane dos Santos, Universidade Federal de Goiás (UFG), Brazil
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