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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 a critical and timely issue in rice production: the need to reduce water use while maintaining or improving yield under direct-seeded rice (DSR) systems. By evaluating the combined effects of irrigation scheduling (including a novel saturation-to-flooding regime) and nutrient levels under the under-researched Vindhya Plateau conditions, the study provides valuable local adaptation data. The findings directly support the adoption of water-saving technologies and optimized fertilization strategies, which are essential for sustainable agriculture in water-scarce regions. Furthermore, the demonstrated synergistic interaction (IR₂ × F₄) offers a practical management package for farmers and extension services.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	N/A (field trial, no ethical concerns)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	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
	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 accurately reflects the study's content, location, and factors.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but minor improvement is possible. The abstract is well-structured and includes key results. However, it could briefly mention that the interaction effect (IR2 × F4) was specifically tested and found significant, rather than just stating "the interaction effect indicated."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The split-plot design, replication, use of ANOVA, and presentation of SEm± and CD values are methodologically sound. The conclusions are logically derived from the presented data.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references include foundational works (Bouman et al., 2007; Fisher, 1958) as well as recent papers (2022-2025), showing good awareness of current literature.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. This is a standard agronomic field experiment with no ethical concerns related to humans or animals.
	



PART  3

Detailed Reviewer Comments for Authors (to be conveyed)


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	Required Minor Revisions:
Discussion section is unclear: The discussion largely restates results without sufficient interpretation or comparison to cited literature. For each major finding (e.g., why IR₂ improved panicle weight, why 125% RDF increased harvest index), please add 1-2 sentences explaining the physiological or agronomic mechanisms, supported by citations.

Table formatting: Several tables (e.g., Table 5a, Table 8b, 8c) have misaligned or redundant mean rows and SEm± values that appear incorrect (e.g., Table 5a shows SEm± 2.94 for panicle weight, which is impossible given the means are ~3 g). Please carefully re-check all interaction tables for statistical accuracy and formatting.

Inconsistent citation in results: In section 4.2.3, you cite "Food and Agriculture Organization" without a year or specific document. Please replace with a proper peer-reviewed citation or remove.

Limitations not discussed: Please add a short paragraph (2-3 sentences) in the Discussion or Conclusion mentioning limitations, such as: the study was conducted at only one location over two years; soil properties were not characterized; physiological parameters (e.g., water productivity, nutrient use efficiency) were not measured.

Minor language issues:
Abstract: "cv. PB-1" → define "PB-1" as a high-yielding variety.
Section 4.1.3: "non-significant CD values" is fine, but clarify that this means irrigation had no significant effect on dry matter.
Table 1: The formatting of IR₁, IR₂, IR₃ subscripts is inconsistent (sometimes plain text, sometimes subscript). Please standardize.
Major Strengths:
Well-designed field experiment with two years of data, increasing reliability.
The irrigation treatment IR₂ (saturation till tillering → flooding → saturation) is practically relevant and showed clear benefits.
Statistical analysis is appropriate and thoroughly presented.
The interaction tables (e.g., 8a, 8d) clearly show the superior combination of IR₂ × F₄.


	Author’s Feedback
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