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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 current paper outlines significant information on how Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) affects mungbean (Vigna radiata L.) growth performance in semi-arid agroecological conditions. Against the background of growing soil fertility loss and unpredictability of climatic conditions that characterize the arid and semi- arid areas, such as Rajasthan, this study provides empirically sound data on the optimization of nutrient use efficiency through the synergistic use of organic and inorganic sources of nutrients. These results have significant implications on sustainable production of pulse, improving the quality of soil, and preservation of resources in water limited arid regions. Moreover, the study supports the development of climate-resilient and cost-effective nutrient management policies, thus promoting food security and promoting sustainable agroecosystem agricultural intensification in semi-arid agroecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is well-structured, clear, and scientifically sound. It comprehensively addresses the background, objectives, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion. The experimental treatments are defined clearly, and the inclusion of quantitative data enhances its scientific value. However, a few refinements could improve clarity, completeness, and journal-readiness.

· Since the study was conducted within a semi-arid agroecosystem, a short characterization of the type of soil, i.e. sandy loam, low organic carbon, alkaline, would give the study a more precise context.

· You mention the importance of INM but do not clearly state the research gap. A brief phrase would strengthen the rationale.

· In case the yield data had been taken, yield data should have been included in that the majority of journals require that the yield outcomes be provided along with the growth parameters. When there are no yield measurements, the contemporary concentration on vegetative growth is suitable.

· The results paragraph is slightly long and data-heavy. It could be tightened by combining related outcomes more smoothly.

· The conclusion is good but could be slightly expanded to reflect sustainability and soil health benefits.

· Minor Language Refinement “organic, inorganic and biological nutrient sources” → add Oxford comma: “organic, inorganic, and biological nutrient sources.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The Introduction section is relatively short and does not provide sufficient background on Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) and its role in mungbean production under semi-arid conditions. It lacks adequate and recent references to substantiate key statements, which weakens the scientific basis of the study. Moreover, the problem statement is not clearly articulated, and the specific research gap that this study aims to address is not properly defined. The significance of the study, particularly its contribution to sustainable nutrient management, soil health improvement, and regional pulse productivity, should be more explicitly emphasized.

The presentation of tables also requires improvement. Separate tables are provided for each variable, which makes the results section lengthy and less reader-friendly. It would be more appropriate to combine related variables (e.g., plant height, branches, dry matter, and LAI) into 3–4 comprehensive tables. This would improve clarity, reduce redundancy, and enhance the overall presentation quality of the manuscript.

Although the results are described clearly and systematically, the discussion section is comparatively weak and insufficiently developed. The manuscript lacks a detailed interpretation of findings and does not adequately correlate the results with previous studies. The discussion should critically analyze the outcomes, explain the possible physiological or agronomic mechanisms behind the observed responses, and compare them with earlier research findings. Supporting statements with relevant and recent references is essential to strengthen the scientific validity of the study.

The sentence structure and overall writing style require refinement. Some sentences lack clarity and scientific precision, and the logical flow between sections needs improvement. Thorough language editing and restructuring will enhance readability, coherence, and overall scientific quality. Addressing these issues will significantly improve the manuscript’s academic rigor and impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are not fully sufficient or appropriately integrated into the main text. Although a considerable number of references are listed in the reference section, many of them are not properly cited in the Introduction or Discussion sections. This creates inconsistency and weakens the scientific support of the theoretical framework. All references included in the reference list should be cited in the text where relevant, and any unnecessary or unused references should be removed.

The manuscript lacks recent and updated references, particularly from the last 5–7 years, related to Integrated Nutrient Management (INM), mungbean productivity, soil health, and biofertilizer use under semi-arid conditions. Adding more recent peer-reviewed studies will strengthen the scientific relevance and demonstrate alignment with current research trends.

The reference style is also inconsistent across several citations. Some references follow different formatting patterns (e.g., variation in journal name abbreviations, punctuation, volume/issue formatting, DOI presentation). The authors are advised to carefully revise the entire reference list and ensure that all entries strictly follow the journal’s prescribed referencing style.
	

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


	The quality of the English in the manuscript is moderate. Although it is possible to understand the overall message of the work, there are numerous grammatical contradictions, clumsy expressions, and unclear scientific terms that require thorough reworking.

In particular, some of the sentences are not clear and precise, and there is sometimes poor coherence between the thoughts. There are also minor problems associated with the consistency of verb tenses, use of articles, subject-verb agreement, and the use of commas. Furthermore, some of the technical statements can be made more concise and professional to meet the norms of academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper covers the relevant and locally important issue of Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) in mungbean planted in drier semi-arid environment. Its design of experiment is suitable and the findings are well presented in a clear coherent way with quantitative data. The work is of significant scientific and practical importance, in particular, the improvement of nutrient utilization efficiency and sustainable pulse farming in Rajasthan. However, the manuscript has a lot to be revised before being accepted. 

The Introduction is not long and lacks enough contemporary and relevant sources. The research gap, statement of the problem, and the overall importance of the investigation should be explained more clearly. Moreover, despite the significant inclusion of a reference list, some of the references are not included in the body of the paper, and the stylistic discrepancies still exist. It is recommended that the authors should remove unnecessary sources and include more current research as well as follow the citation format of the journal to the letter. 

The Results section has been well described but the Discussion section is not properly developed. The findings have to be discussed more thoroughly to explain mechanistic pathways and clarify the results and compare them with the existing research with relevant citations. Moreover, the tables are to be re-organized in such a way that the related variables are grouped in less detailed tables as opposed to the existing tables that contain just one variable.
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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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