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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 addresses sulphur nutrition in chickpea, a major pulse crop cultivated widely in sulphur-deficient soils of arid and semi-arid regions. The study provides clear experimental evidence on the combined effect of basal and foliar sulphur application on growth, yield attributes, and yield of chickpea under irrigated conditions. The findings are practically relevant for improving productivity and nutrient management strategies in sulphur-deficient soils. The results contribute useful agronomic recommendations for sustainable pulse production in Rajasthan and similar agro-ecological regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope, treatments, and outcomes of the study. No change is required.
	

	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 clearly summarizes the experimental design, treatments, major findings, and conclusions. However, minor language polishing is suggested to improve clarity and conciseness. Including a brief statement on the practical recommendation (40 kg ha⁻¹ basal sulphur + 0.2% foliar spray) at the end of the abstract would further strengthen it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (split plot design with replications), methodology, statistical analysis, and interpretation of results are appropriate and correctly applied. Results are logically discussed with adequate support from relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include both classical and recent studies. Citations cover sulphur nutrition, chickpea physiology, and yield responses well. A few more recent (last 3–5 years) references on sulphur fertilization in pulses could be added, but this is not mandatory.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical corrections, sentence restructuring, and uniform tense usage are recommended to improve readability and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are clear and informative; however, units should be checked for consistency.

· The conclusion is concise and well-supported by results.

· The manuscript would benefit from minor editorial revision to improve flow and clarity.
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