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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 manuscript investigates the response of different proso millet varieties to graded levels of NPK fertilizers under field conditions. The study contributes to the agronomic understanding of nutrient management in proso millet, an increasingly important climate-resilient cereal crop in semi-arid regions. Identifying optimal fertilizer levels for specific varieties can help improve crop productivity, nutrient use efficiency, and farm profitability. Therefore, the findings may be useful for agronomists, crop scientists, and extension specialists working on sustainable millet production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the main focus of the study.
	

	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 objectives, experimental design, treatments, and major findings of the study. However, several improvements could enhance its clarity and completeness.

Suggestions:

· Briefly mention the experimental design (split-plot design).

· Include key quantitative results, such as the yield obtained at 100% and 125% RDF.

· Correct minor grammatical errors and repetition (e.g., “that that”).

· Clarify the conclusion that 100% RDF is recommended despite higher yield at 125% RDF due to fertilizer savings.

Overall, the abstract is adequate but would benefit from minor revision for clarity and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and follows a standard structure including introduction, materials and methods, results, and discussion. The experimental design (split plot with replications) and statistical analysis using ANOVA are appropriate for the research objective.

However, several issues should be improved:

· The discussion is mostly descriptive and could include more comparison with recent literature.

· Some explanations are repeated or overly general.

· Units and formatting should be standardized throughout the manuscript.

· Minor inconsistencies appear in some interpretations (e.g., higher yield with 125% RDF but recommendation of 100% RDF).

Despite these issues, the scientific approach and methodology are valid.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes several references related to millet agronomy and fertilizer response. However, many references are relatively old or derived from theses, and the number of recent international journal articles is limited.

Suggestions:

· Include more recent literature (last 5–10 years) on nutrient management and millet production.

· Reduce reliance on unpublished theses where possible.

· Add studies related to sustainable fertilizer management and nutrient use efficiency in millets.

Overall, the reference list is acceptable but should be strengthened with more recent peer-reviewed sources.
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate language editing. While the meaning is generally understandable, several grammatical errors, awkward sentences, and typographical mistakes are present.

Examples include:

· Repetition of words (e.g., “that that”)

· Inconsistent capitalization of species names

· Minor spelling errors (e.g., “retuns”, “murate” instead of “muriate”)

Professional language editing is recommended before publication.
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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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