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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 study evaluates how different application techniques and sulphur supply affects chickpea growth and yield in Rajasthan’s  irrigated conditions. An increasing limitation in the production of pulse is sulphur deficiency, particularly in soils that are heavily cultivated. The findings show important information for improving sulphur control techniques in chickpea farming. Overall, researchers, agronomist  and extension specialists working on pulse crop nutrient management will find the study useful.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the objectives and scope of the study.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusions of the study. No major additions or deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the work has scientific validity, a few small changes are needed.

Some units that are missing from table headings should be clearly stated. Examples include:

· Plant population (plants per hectare or per meter row length )

· Plant height (cm)

· Test weight (g)

· Grain yield (kg ha-1)
· Chlorophyll content (mg g-1 FW)


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In reference section, the following corrections are suggested:

· There is a year mismatch is observed in Fisher & Yates is cited as 1950 in the text, while the reference list mention as 1963.

· In the reference list, the crop scientific name (Cicer arietinum L.) should be italicized, in as per standard botanical nomenclature guidelines.
	

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


	Yes, the language is acceptable; however, there is some minor grammatical and typographical errors are there. Careful correction and language revision are recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured and presents useful agronomic findings. Suggesting the above minor correction will further improve its clarity, presentation and scientific rigor.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were observed in this manuscript.
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