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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 contributes valuable field-based evidence on cost-effective sulphur management in onion cultivation under real farming conditions. By validating soil application of gypsum through multi-season on-farm trials, the study bridges the gap between experimental research and farmer-level adoption. The findings enhance current understanding of sulphur–nutrient interactions in onion, particularly under sulphur-deficient production systems, and provide economically viable recommendations relevant to both researchers and extension professionals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it’s suitable but it needs some minor refinements, here are a few alternatives 

· Effect of Soil-Applied Gypsum as a Sulphur Source on Yield and Quality of Onion (Allium cepa L.)

· Effect of Soil Application of Gypsum as a Sulphur Source on Yield and Quality of Onion (Allium cepa L.)
	

	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 largely comprehensive and well written, here are Minor issues to be addressed  

Slightly long sentences

· Some sentences are long and information-dense. Journals prefer clear, direct phrasing.

Objective could be sharper

· Adding one explicit sentence like “The study aimed to…” improves clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and internally consistent, but needs some miner modification

· You repeatedly use phrases like: “significantly improved growth and quality” without statistics (No statistical design is described, No replication number and No statistical test mentioned)

· Growth and quality parameters not quantified

You mention: plant height, bulb size, pungency ; But no unit and no method of measurement

Add one sentence in Materials and Methods:

“Growth and quality parameters were assessed using standard visual scoring and farmer feedback, as commonly adopted in on-farm trials.”

“Soils are likely marginally deficient in available sulphur” This is scientifically reasonable but not proven.

Safer phrasing:

“The positive response suggests that soils may be marginally deficient in available sulphur.”

Experimental layout clarity: You should clarify: number of farmers, number of locations per year.
Add one sentence: “Each treatment was implemented on farmers’ fields with a plot size of ___ m² across ___ farmers per season.”
Units and consistency: Minor but important:
“Rabi2022–23” → “Rabi 2022–23”

“Rabiseasons” → “Rabi seasons”

Use either ₹ ha⁻¹ or Rs ha⁻¹, not both

Remove repetition between Introduction & Methods

The first paragraph of Materials and Methods repeats sulphur importance already covered in Introduction. You can safely delete or shorten it
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant, but they are not sufficiently recent for a strong research article. There are many recent studies on sulphur nutrition; S use efficiency, gypsum, and onion quality have been published — especially in the last 4–5 years.

Most references cluster before 2020

Examples:

Jaggi (2005) — old but foundational

Mishu (2013), Tripathy (2016)

Some mid-2010s Indian studies
	

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


	Common language issues 

Repetition and verbosity

Some ideas are repeated with slightly different wording, for example:

Importance of sulphur

Costliness of foliar sprays

Benefits of gypsum, Tighten sentences and remove redundancy.

Long, compound sentences

Several sentences pack too many ideas, which reduce sharpness.

Example pattern:

“The results presented in Table 1 clearly indicate that soil application of gypsum along with recommended fertilizer practice significantly improved the overall growth and quality of onion…”  Break into two sentences for clarity and impact.

Overuse of intensifiers

Words like:

clearly, significantly, substantially, markedly

These are common, but overuse can weaken scientific tone. Use them selectively or replace with neutral phrasing.

Minor consistency issues

“Rabi2022–23” vs “Rabi 2022–23”

“Rabiseasons” vs “Rabi seasons”

Occasional spacing or hyphenation inconsistencies
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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