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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.


	· The research work consider residual effect of permanent manurial trial, which is relevant as most of the research consider direct effect of fertilizers only.
· The permanent manurial trial is very limited in India and hence it is relevant and match with the scope of the journal. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· Correct the title as “Northern Dry Zone” rather than Norther Dry Zone
· The paper can be accepted
	

	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.


	· Abstract describes the methodology in detail. However, it lacks clarity in describing the objective of the study. 
· It could be better to include “the crop grown” for the field experiment in the abstract.

· There is no valid conclusion in the abstract, rather the conclusion is too general and lack subjectivity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· It has been described in the treatment detail that 50% N  is supplied through Vermicompost and 50% by inorganics. What about P and K, for Treatment T4 to T7?
· In treatment 2 the fertilizer recommendation is given for Safflower and Sorghum RDF (Safflower: 40: 40:12 N: P2O5: K2O kg ha-1, Sorghum: 50: 25: 0 N: P2O5: K2O kg ha-1). Infact, in the result was presented for Maize (See the title of Table 2 to Table 6). Kindly clarify weather maize was grown as a sequential crop, after Safflower / Sorghum. Kindly include in the materials and methods. 

· Also describe weather any fertilizer or manure applied for the test crop. 

· Kindly avoid bracket in the table for (Before sowing), (at harvest) from Table 2 to Table 5

· Result and discussion part need thorough modification as it describe the result in details without focusing on the cause effect relationship. Discussion need to be improved. 
· It was written in the result and discussion the “Bulk density was significantly higher in the treatment receiving 50% N through FYM + 50% inorganic sources (T3), both before sowing (1.31, 1.32, and 1.35 Mg m⁻³ at 0-20, 20-40, and 40-60 cm) and at harvest (1.30, 1.31, and 1.34 Mg m-3, respectively) (Table 2), whereas control (T1) and RDF (T2) recorded the lowest values”. But table 2 reveals the opposite trend. Please correct sentence. Few other figures are also mismatching in the result and discussion part. Please correct thoroughly. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References cited are good and recent. 
· Reference cited “Beedy et al., 2010” was missing in reference section
· Sparks, 1996, Methods of Soil Analysis Part-3: Chemical Methods. Soil Science Society of America, 70(4): 441. Reference listed, but not cited in text.
· Walkley A J and Black C A, 1934, An estimation of method for determining soil organic matter and proposed modification of the chromic acid titration method. Soil Science, 37(1): 29- 38. Reference listed, but not cited in text.

· 
	

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


	· Quality of writing need improvement especially in the result and discussion part. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper can be accepted after minor revision. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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