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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 an important and practical issue in vegetable production, namely the inefficient and costly management of sulphur nutrition in onion cultivation. By evaluating gypsum as a low-cost, soil-applied sulphur source under real on-farm conditions across two consecutive seasons, the study provides field-validated evidence that bridges the gap between experimental research and farmer practice. The findings contribute to sustainable nutrient management strategies, particularly for sulphur-deficient soils common in intensive cropping systems. The economic analysis further enhances the relevance of the study by demonstrating profitability alongside agronomic benefits, making it valuable for researchers, extension professionals, and policy planners.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is appropriate, clear, and informative. It accurately reflects the core objectives, experimental approach, and outcomes of the study. It highlights both the agronomic (yield and quality) and economic aspects, which are central strengths of the manuscript.
Optional suggestion (minor refinement):
If the authors wish to emphasize the on-farm nature and regional relevance, an alternative could be:
“On-Farm Evaluation of Gypsum as a Cost-Effective Sulphur Source for Enhancing Yield and Quality of Onion (Allium cepa L.)”
However, the current title is fully acceptable.

	

	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 largely comprehensive and well structured, covering background, methodology, key results, and conclusions. It clearly reports yield improvements, economic benefits, and practical implications.
Suggestions for improvement:
1. Briefly mention the experimental design scale (on-farm trials across villages) to emphasize field applicability.
2. Consider adding one short quantitative quality indicator (e.g., bulb size or keeping quality) to strengthen the quality dimension.
3. Minor streamlining of sentences could improve conciseness without losing content.
No major deletions are required.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The rationale for sulphur application in onion is well supported by existing literature, and the experimental methodology is appropriate for on-farm trials. Data presentation is logical, and interpretations are consistent with the results obtained.
However, the following points merit attention:
1. Statistical analysis is not explicitly described; even for on-farm trials, a brief mention of variability, replication, or statistical comparison would strengthen scientific rigor.
2. Soil sulphur status prior to experimentation is inferred but not measured; inclusion or acknowledgment of baseline soil analysis would improve interpretation.
The discussion could more clearly differentiate between confirmation of existing knowledge and new contextual insights from the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and relevant, covering both Indian and international studies on sulphur nutrition in onion. Inclusion of recent literature up to 2022–2023 strengthens the manuscript.
However, there are notable issues:
1. Several references are duplicated multiple times (e.g ref. no 4&5, 6&7, 8&9, 14&15 and 16&17 and should be removed.
2. Some journals cited have variable indexing status; authors may consider adding 1–2 high-impact or review articles on sulphur management in vegetables.
3. Reference formatting lacks consistency and should be standardized according to the journal guidelines.

	

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

	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is readable, coherent, and logically organized.
Minor improvements are recommended:
1. Occasional grammatical repetitions and long sentences should be edited for clarity.
2. Some sections (especially Results and Discussion) could benefit from tighter phrasing to avoid redundancy.
3. Consistent use of tense and spacing (e.g., “Rabi2022–23”) should be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments

	1. The study is highly relevant for extension-oriented journals and applied agricultural research platforms.
2. Clear separation of Results and Discussion sections (or stronger sub-headings) could improve readability.
3. Inclusion of a brief limitations section (e.g., location-specific results, absence of soil test data) would enhance transparency.
4. The manuscript has good potential for impact at the farmer and policy level after minor technical and editorial revisions.

	




	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 observed
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