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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall Assessment

The manuscript addresses an important topic on improving cowpea productivity and nutrient uptake through conventional and nano zinc applications. The work is timely, particularly given the emphasis on micronutrient management and sustainable agriculture. The experiment is well-designed, with RCBD and appropriate replications. Results are clearly presented in tables, and the discussion draws on relevant literature. However, the manuscript requires refinement in structure, language, and depth of interpretation before being suitable for publication.

Major Comments

1. Clarity of Objectives: The objectives are mentioned but somewhat buried in the text. They should be explicitly and concisely stated at the end of the introduction.

2. Methodology: Some details are missing or unclear:
- Source, particle size, and preparation details of the nano zinc used are not provided. This is critical for reproducibility.
- The time of foliar application is specified (40 DAS), but why this timing was chosen should be justified with references.
- Soil fertility management (FYM, RDF) is mentioned, but it is unclear whether the same RDF was applied to all treatments (except control).
- Clarify whether nutrient analysis methods followed standard protocols (cite AOAC/ICAR guidelines).

3. Statistical Analysis: The description of statistical methods is brief. Specify the statistical software used, and clarify whether assumptions (normality, homogeneity) were tested. Include significance levels in all tables (e.g., NS = not significant).

4. Results and Discussion: The discussion often repeats numerical results already shown in tables instead of interpreting them. Greater emphasis should be placed on mechanistic explanations of why nano zinc improved uptake and yield. Some statements are speculative without sufficient references. Please ensure consistent units (kg ha⁻¹ vs g ha⁻¹).

5. Conclusion: The conclusion restates results but should highlight the broader significance (e.g., potential for zinc biofortification, sustainability, or cost-benefit considerations). Suggest practical recommendations for farmers in the region.

Minor Comments

· Language and Formatting: Several grammatical errors. Section titles should follow consistent capitalization. Ensure scientific names are italicized (e.g., Vigna unguiculata L.).

· Abstract: Too long and detailed. Abstracts should briefly cover background, objective, methods, major findings, and implications. Avoid reporting excessive statistics.

· References: Some references are outdated. Include more recent work on nano zinc in legumes. Reference formatting is inconsistent.

· Tables: Tables are informative but too many are included in the main text. Consider summarizing some results graphically. Ensure all abbreviations (RDF, FYM, DAS) are defined in table footnotes.

· Typographical Errors: Correct spacing issues (e.g., 'Sandy Clay Loam'). Standardize nutrient uptake units (kg ha⁻¹).

Recommendation

Decision: Need for Revision

The manuscript has potential, but requires  more details on methods (especially nano zinc), deeper discussion of mechanisms, language polishing, and formatting corrections.
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