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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 addresses a very practical and persistent constraint in the rice–wheat systems of Central India: zinc deficiency on Vertisols and the limited efficiency of conventional Zn fertilization. The work is important because it evaluates, in the same experiment, soil-applied Zn, foliar Zn, nano-Zn, and zinc‑solubilizing bacteria under realistic fertilizer regimes, which is exactly the type of integrated management information that extension services and input suppliers need. The two-year field data provide robust evidence that combining RDF with modest soil Zn plus ZSB can simultaneously raise yields, Zn uptake, and residual soil Zn, which is central for both productivity and bio fortification goals. The findings are therefore valuable not only for Indian conditions, but also for other cereal-based systems on calcareous or Vertisol soils facing similar micronutrient constraints.
	

	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 (zinc strategies, growth and productivity, rice, Zn uptake, residual Zn, rice–wheat system, Central India).

If you wish to make it slightly sharper and more concise, you could consider:“Integrated Zinc Application Strategies for Improved Growth, Productivity, Zinc Uptake and Residual Soil Zinc in a Rice–Wheat System on Vertisols of Central India”
	

	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 comprehensive and covers the objective, experimental design, key treatments, main results and broad conclusion. A few refinements could improve clarity and usability for readers:

· Add 1–2 short clauses on the soil context early in the abstract (e.g. “Zn‑deficient Vertisols of Central India”) so the problem setting is clear from the first sentences.

· When you first mention “RDF”, briefly expand it as “recommended dose of NPK fertilizers (RDF)” so that non-specialist readers understand the term without reading the methods.

· Consider reporting relative effects in addition to absolute yields, for example: “T6 increased grain yield by about 80% over the unfertilized control and by about 5–8% over RDF alone”, which helps readers quickly grasp the agronomic benefit.

· You might remove the detailed DTPA‑Zn range in the abstract and keep a simpler statement such as: “Soil-applied Zn maintained significantly higher residual DTPA‑extractable Zn than foliar-only treatments.” This would free space to mention the rice–wheat residual effect more explicitly.

Overall, only minor tightening is needed; the structure and key messages are sound.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a field agronomy study. The experimental design (Randomized Block Design with 12 treatments and three replications), description of the soil, and details of fertilizer/Zn treatments are clearly presented. Data collection methods for growth, yield, Zn concentration, uptake, and residual DTPA‑Zn follow standard and widely accepted procedures. The statistical analysis using ANOVA and CD at 5% is appropriate and consistently applied.

The results are interpreted in a logical way and linked well to known roles of Zn and mechanisms of ZSB, foliar Zn and nano-Zn. The conclusions drawn—particularly the superiority of RDF + 5 kg Zn ha⁻¹ + ZSB, the similar performance of nano‑Zn and ZnSO₄ sprays, and the importance of soil Zn to maintain residual DTPA‑Zn—are supported by the data in Tables 1–3. I did not detect any major scientific contradictions or over‑interpretation. A small suggestion is to explicitly acknowledge in the discussion that the wheat phase was not yet reported and that residual effects on wheat will be addressed in future work or a companion paper.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate in both number and coverage. It includes recent work on nano‑fertilisers (2020–2024), Zn nutrition, and Zn‑solubilizing bacteria, as well as classic sources on soil testing and plant nutrition. For an agronomy paper, the balance between national (Indian) and international literature is appropriate.

If space allows, you might consider adding 1–2 additional references that link Zn bio fortification to human nutrition outcomes, to strengthen the motivation in the Introduction, for example:

· A recent review on agronomic bio fortification and human Zn nutrition in South Asia.

· A global paper quantifying yield and nutritional responses to Zn fertilization in cereals.

However, this is optional; the current reference base is already sufficient and reasonably up‑to‑date.
	

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


	The language is generally clear, formal and suitable for scholarly communication. Technical terms are correctly used, and the narrative flows logically from introduction to methods, results and conclusion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The tables are well organized and present the key numerical results clearly. If journal formatting allows, adding letters to indicate significant differences within a column can help readers interpret treatment rankings at a glance.

Consider adding a short paragraph in the Discussion explicitly framing the economic or practical implications for farmers—for example, the cost and operational feasibility of T6 compared with simpler options like RDF + foliar Zn. This would make the paper even more relevant for extension and policy audiences.
Recommendation: Minor revision

The study is methodologically solid, the results are clear and relevant, and the manuscript is generally well written. Only modest revisions are needed (slight tightening of the abstract, minor language polishing, and small clarifications in the discussion) to bring it to a fully publishable standard.
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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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