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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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into sustainable organic nutrient management strategies for foxtail millet and chickpea, two important cereal and pulse crops in rainfed agro-ecosystems. By systematically evaluating the effects of enriched organic manures fortified with silica and complementary liquid foliar feeders, the study highlights practical approaches to improve dry matter production and nutrient uptake under low-input conditions. The findings contribute to understanding how integrated organic nutrient management can enhance soil health, crop productivity, and nutrient use efficiency, which is crucial for developing resilient and eco-friendly farming systems. This research is particularly relevant for regions facing scarce rainfall and degraded soils, offering actionable guidance for organic farming practices that can support food security and environmental sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Effect of enriched organic manures and liquid foliar nutrition in foxtail millet (Setaria italica L.) and chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) on dry matter production and nutrient uptake under organic condition”, is generally clear and descriptive. It accurately reflects the main variables studied (enriched organic manures, foliar nutrition) and the measured outcomes (dry matter production and nutrient uptake) for the two crops under organic conditions.

However, it could be slightly refined for conciseness and readability. A suggested alternative title could be:

“Influence of Enriched Organic Manures and Foliar Nutrients on Dry Matter Production and Nutrient Uptake in Foxtail Millet and Chickpea under Organic Farming”

This version is shorter, maintains all key elements, and reads more smoothly for the scientific community.
	

	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 clear and provides a concise overview of the study, including the experimental setup, treatments, main findings, and key conclusions. It mentions the crops studied, the types of organic manures and foliar feeders used, and the observed effects on dry matter production and nutrient uptake.

However, there are a few areas where it could be improved for completeness and clarity:

Suggestions for improvement:

1. Include the experimental design details more succinctly – The mention of “split-plot design with three replications” is appropriate, but the abstract could summarize this briefly to keep the focus on results.

2. Specify the magnitude of effects – Adding specific quantitative results (e.g., percentage increase in dry matter production or nutrient uptake) would make the abstract more informative and allow readers to quickly grasp the impact of treatments.

3. Clarify the practical relevance – A brief statement on the implications for organic farming or rainfed agriculture could strengthen the abstract’s importance for the scientific community.

4. Minor language adjustments – Phrases like “statistically at par” could be replaced with “not significantly different” for clarity in international readership.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound overall. The study is based on a clear experimental design (split-plot design with three replications), uses appropriate crops (foxtail millet and chickpea), and applies relevant treatments (enriched organic manures with silica and liquid foliar feeders). The methodology is described in sufficient detail, including soil characteristics, application rates, timing of foliar sprays, and methods for measuring dry matter production and nutrient uptake.

The statistical analysis is appropriate, using F-tests and critical difference (CD) to assess significance at the 5% level. The results are logically interpreted, and the discussion links findings to previously published studies, supporting the conclusions drawn.

Minor points for consideration:
1. While the interaction between organic manures and foliar sprays is reported as non-significant, the manuscript could briefly discuss why no significant interaction was observed to strengthen the scientific reasoning.

2. Some sentences could be made more precise in describing cause-and-effect relationships; for example, instead of saying “might be due to,” it could reference established mechanisms or cite supporting literature.

3. Terminology like “statistically at par” should be replaced with standard scientific phrasing such as “not significantly different” to ensure clarity.

Overall, the study is scientifically valid, with appropriate experimental design, data collection, and analysis supporting the conclusions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

no
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