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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 both inorganic and organic foliar treatments; the study contributes to a deeper understanding of nutrient-use efficiency and adaptive agronomic strategies for pulse crops facing moisture stress. The findings offer practical, evidence-based recommendations that can enhance productivity, profitability, and sustainability in rainfed farming systems. Moreover, the results have broader relevance for researchers, extension workers, and policymakers seeking climate resilient nutrient management approaches for legumes in similar agro-ecological regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is scientifically sound and acceptable, but it is long and somewhat descriptive, which may reduce clarity and impact for journals. My Alternative Titles: 
Effect of Foliar Nutrient Application on Growth, Yield, and Profitability of Lentil (Lens culinaris M.) under Rainfed Conditions
	

	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 informative and well‑structured, covering the experiment, treatments, key findings, and conclusions. However, the abstract is quite long, includes excessive methodological detail, and could be more concise and focused on the most important scientific insights. my suggestions: 1. remove Excessive soil data, experimental layout details, citations. 2. Addition:  a brief rationale for the study, a clearer statement of the knowledge gap, one or two key numerical results and a final sentence emphasizing practical significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and follows standard agronomic research methodology. The experimental design (Randomized Block Design with four replications), the choice of treatments, and the statistical analysis are appropriate for evaluating foliar nutrient effects under rainfed conditions. The results are consistent with known physiological responses of lentil to foliar nitrogen and balanced nutrient sprays, and the conclusions logically follow from the data presented.
However, a few areas could be strengthened to enhance scientific consistency:

· Some statements in the discussion rely heavily on citations but could benefit from clearer linkage between your data and the referenced studies.

· The abstract and introduction contain excessive background detail that can be streamlined to focus more on the scientific problem and knowledge gap.

· A clearer explanation of why Vertisol conditions specifically influence foliar nutrient response would improve the scientific context.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, and many of them are relevant to lentil agronomy, foliar nutrition, and pulse crop physiology. However, several citations are older foundational sources (e.g., Duke 2012; classical soil analysis methods from the 1950s–1970s). While these are acceptable for methodological justification, the manuscript would benefit from more recent research (2020–2024) to strengthen the scientific grounding, especially in the Introduction and Discussion sections.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the scientific content clearly; however, the English language quality requires moderate improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Several sections contain long, complex sentences, inconsistent verb tenses, and occasional grammatical errors that may affect readability. Some paragraphs include unnecessary repetition, while others would benefit from clearer transitions and more concise phrasing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no apparent ethical concerns in this manuscript.
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