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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 manuscript is important because it pulls together what is known about how calcium and boron interact in soils and why it matters for farming. It links the science behind these nutrients with practical ways to manage them for better crop growth. It also points out where the knowledge is still lacking, giving researchers clear ideas on what to focus on next.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus and scope of the manuscript.
	

	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 captures the key themes of the manuscript, summarizing the background, main findings, and implications. However, it does not fully follow the IMRAD structure. tHe methods used in compiling the review are not mentioned, and the results blend with the discussion without clear separation. It also lacks a clear conclusion, recommendations, and a statement on the novelty of the work. I recommend briefly stating the review approach, structuring the findings more clearly, and adding a closing sentence that highlights the unique contribution and future research directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a detailed and technically accurate discussion of calcium–boron interactions; however, its scientific soundness is weakened by the absence of a clear methodology for literature selection and review. Without outlining how sources were identified, screened, and synthesized, it is difficult to assess the rigor and reproducibility of the review process. Including a brief description of the review approach would strengthen its credibility and ensure transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number and cover key foundational studies, but a notable portion is dated, with many sources older than 15–20 years. While older works are valuable for background, integrating more recent studies from the last 5–7 years would enhance the manuscript’s relevance and reflect current advances in calcium–boron research.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but some sentences are overly long and could be simplified for clarity. For example, in Section 3.4 under “Adsorption Isotherms,” the sentence beginning “This model is based on the assumption that bonding energy is uniform for all sorption sites…” is lengthy and could be split for better readability. Similarly, in Section 6.3 under “Mineralogical Factors,” the sentence starting “Carbonate minerals occupy a unique position in the Ca-B dynamic…” could be streamlined to avoid overloading the reader with multiple ideas at once.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript offers a thorough synthesis of calcium–boron interactions with strong technical depth. However, it lacks a clear literature selection methodology, relies on some outdated references, and would benefit from minor language refinements for clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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