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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and applied topic in citrus horticulture, specifically the role of foliar nutrient application in improving the biochemical quality attributes of Kinnow mandarin. The study provides field-based evidence on how macro- and micronutrient sprays influence juice quality, sugar content, acidity, and ascorbic acid under subtropical conditions. Such information is valuable for orchard management, nutrient optimization strategies, and improving fruit marketability in citrus-producing regions. The findings contribute to practical nutrient management recommendations that can enhance fruit quality and potentially farmer income.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the core content of the study.
Minor suggestion for clarity:
“Effect of Foliar Application of Nutrients on Biochemical Properties of Kinnow Mandarin (Citrus reticulata Blanco)”
	

	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 summarizes the experimental design and main findings adequately. However, it would benefit from:

· A brief mention of the study period (2023–2025) and location to strengthen reproducibility.

· A clearer statement of the main conclusion or practical implication (e.g., recommendation of K₂SO₄ 2.0% and ZnSO₄ 0.4% for quality improvement).

· Minor language polishing for grammar and consistency (e.g., spacing, plural forms, and standardization of units).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design (RBD with replications), treatment structure, and statistical interpretation appear scientifically sound. The selected quality parameters are relevant indicators of fruit biochemical quality. The interpretation of potassium and zinc effects is consistent with known physiological roles of these nutrients in carbohydrate translocation, fruit quality, and antioxidant content. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by:

· A clearer justification for the selected nutrient concentrations.

· Brief mention of environmental conditions (e.g., climate, soil type) that could influence nutrient uptake and fruit quality.

· Inclusion of statistical assumptions or methods used for data analysis.


	

	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 and support the discussion. However:

· Some references are relatively old, and more recent peer-reviewed studies (last 5–7 years) on citrus foliar nutrition could strengthen the literature base.

· There is a duplicate reference (Gurjar et al., 2018) listed twice and should be corrected.

· Minor inconsistencies in reference formatting should be standardized according to the journal style.


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but the English requires moderate editing for grammar, syntax, and academic tone. Examples include:

· Repetition of phrases.

· Minor typographical errors (e.g., spacing, punctuation, plural forms).

· Occasional awkward sentence construction.
A careful language revision by a fluent English speaker or professional editor is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are informative but could be improved by clearer captions and uniform formatting of units.

· The Discussion could be slightly more concise and better structured by clearly separating physiological interpretation from comparison with previous studies.

· The Conclusion is appropriate but could better highlight practical recommendations for growers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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