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	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 study makes a valuable contribution to sustainable agriculture research by providing empirical, multi-year field evidence on the efficacy of organic residue mulching (ORM) combined with natural farming (NF) inputs for improving chickpea productivity under rainfed conditions — a topic of growing relevance given global water scarcity and the decline of chemical-input-dependent farming systems. The work is particularly significant for the semi-arid Bundelkhand region of India, where rainfed agriculture dominates and soil fertility degradation poses a critical threat to food security, offering region-specific data that can directly inform local agronomic policy and practice. By evaluating twelve diverse treatment combinations — including a range of locally available leaf mulches, pulse straw, and farmyard manure — and linking their effects not only to crop growth and yield parameters but also to key soil health indicators such as organic carbon and available nutrient status, the study bridges agronomy and soil science in a practically relevant way. Furthermore, the two-year experimental design strengthens the reliability of the findings, demonstrating cumulative improvements in soil organic carbon and nutrient availability over time, thereby supporting the long-term viability of ORM-NF integration as an eco-friendly alternative to conventional chemical fertilization in dryland legume cropping systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely suitable and scientifically informative. It clearly communicates the key intervention (organic residue mulching + natural farming inputs), the crop of interest (chickpea), the measured outcomes (growth, yield, soil health), and the geographical and climatic context (rainfed Bundelkhand Region) — all essential elements of a strong agronomic research title.
	

	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 of this manuscript is partially adequate but requires notable improvement. While it correctly identifies the study's objective, experimental design, and key treatments (T9 and T12), it lacks important details such as the study location, specific quantitative results (e.g., grain yield figures), findings on available nutrients (N, P, K), the crop variety used (JG-16), and the number of replications. Additionally, several sentences contain grammatical errors and unclear phrasing that undermine the scientific clarity of the abstract. It is therefore recommended that the authors revise the abstract by incorporating the missing quantitative and methodological details, correcting grammatical inconsistencies, and restructuring unclear sentences to produce a more complete, precise, and professionally written summary of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially adequate, as it conveys the study's objective, experimental design, and key findings regarding the superior performance of pulse straw mulch (T9) and FYM application (T12). However, it lacks several important details, including the study location, specific quantitative results (e.g., maximum grain yield of 1,645–1,665 kg ha⁻¹ under T12), findings on available soil nutrients (N, P, K), the chickpea variety used (JG-16), and the number of replications. Furthermore, multiple grammatical errors and unclear sentences — such as "The experiment lied with twelve treatments" and "Our finding indicating the available nutrients increasing" — undermine the scientific clarity of the abstract. It is therefore strongly recommended that the authors revise the abstract by incorporating the missing methodological and quantitative details, correcting grammatical inconsistencies, and restructuring unclear sentences to produce a more complete, precise, and professionally written summary of the study.
· Figure captions are inconsistent — some figures share the same incorrect caption (e.g., Fig. 1 and Fig. 4 both read "plant establishment")

· Section numbering is inconsistent — Section 2.3 appears twice (Soil Sampling and Plant Height)

· The discussion section relies heavily on repeated citations without sufficiently interpreting the results in the context of the specific experimental site

· No economic analysis is provided, which would strengthen the practical recommendation of ORM over conventional inputs

· The research topic is relevant and timely, addressing sustainable agriculture and soil health under rainfed conditions — a globally important issue

· The two-year field experiment strengthens reliability and demonstrates cumulative effects of treatments over time

· A wide range of 12 treatments using locally available organic materials makes the study practical and applicable for smallholder farmers in the Bundelkhand region

· The study comprehensively measures both crop performance and soil health indicators, bridging agronomy and soil science effectively

· The use of standard analytical methods (Walkley & Black, Olsen, Subbiah & Asija) ensures methodological credibility

· The findings have direct practical implications for reducing chemical fertilizer dependency in semi-arid dryland farming systems
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list contains duplicate entries (e.g., Kader et al. 2017 and 2019 appear more than once with identical details)
	

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


	Language and grammar throughout the manuscript need significant improvement — multiple grammatical errors affect readability and scientific professionalism.
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