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	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.


	1.The study addresses a very relevant problem for rainfed upland areas where the kharif growing window is narrow.

2.Identification of extra-early pigeonpea genotypes is important for regions facing terminal drought and cropping sequence limitations.

3.The work provides useful insights on genotype × planting geometry interactions under coastal Odisha conditions.

4.The findings have practical implications for farmers adopting short-duration pulses to increase profitability and ensure nutritional security.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable and reflects the content. Suggesting a slight refinement:
“Performance of Extra-Early Pigeonpea Genotypes Under Different Planting Geometries in Rainfed Kharif Conditions of Coastal Odisha.”


	

	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 comprehensive and covers objectives, methods, results, and recommendation.

 Minor suggestion:

· Remove repeated words (“at Nutri-Crops Research Station” appears twice).

· Slightly shorten the methodology part to make the results more prominent.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experiment is well-planned (FRBD, 3 replications, 3 years).

· Growth, yield attributes, yield and economics are properly analyzed.

· Statistical tables are clear, though very long.

· Interpretation is mostly correct, but some comparisons to previous studies are repeated many times.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  References are adequate and recent (2014–2023).

suggest to add 1–2 more recent references on pigeonpea planting geometry under rainfed conditions, if available.


	

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


	English is generally understandable, but the manuscript needs editing for grammar, repeated sentences, and long paragraphs.

  -Many sentences are lengthy and could be simplified.

  -Minor spelling errors (ex: “weght”, “chattishgarh”, “completion” instead of “competition”).


	

	Optional/General comments


	You may rewrite the following in your own way:

· The manuscript is useful but would benefit from slight tightening of the introduction (remove repeated content).

· Tables are informative, but authors may consider condensing some information to improve readability.

· Conclusion is strong and reflects the experimental findings.
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