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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Moth bean is an important pulse crop for the arid areas of Rajasthan, which is known for its drought tolerance and heat resistance. The optimal planting geometry is of prime importance for maximizing the yield and quality of pulses in resource-deficit conditions. The present study provides scientifically proven information on the variety and spacing interaction, which will be of immense use to the farmers to improve productivity and protein production. The results will be of great importance to improve the economic feasibility of moth bean cultivation in the arid western plains of India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes suitable 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 is detailed and includes information about the objectives, methods, and results. Nevertheless, it has grammatical errors and punctuation errors that should be addressed.

Specific Suggestions:

1. Correct the typo in the abstract: "biological yield ((kg/ha))" should be "biological yield (kg/ha)".

2. Correct the sentence structure: "...protein yield ((kg/ha) to a better balance..." should be "...protein yield (kg/ha) due to a better balance..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific method is correct, employing a Factorial Randomized Block Design. There are, however, technical mistakes in the text that need to be corrected:

1.Section 2.2 (Effect of planting geometry): There is a problem with labeling. The text reads, "45 cm plant to plant spacing (R2)...". R2 stands for Row to Row spacing, not plant to plant spacing. This is inconsistent with the text and should be changed to "45 cm row spacing (R2)".

2. Materials and Methods: Under soil chemical properties, the available potassium is given as "155 k/ha". The unit is wrong; it should be "kg/ha".

3. Results: The text and tables must be consistent. In Table 4, the greatest interaction is given as P2 (15cm) x R2 (45cm) with 714 kg/ha. The text is correct, but the results' grammar is unconventional and must be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and appear relevant to the topic, ranging from 2001 to 2023. No additional references are strictly necessary, though ensuring the most recent agronomy practices (post-2020) are cited where applicable is good practice.
	

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


	The quality of the English is currently not proper and requires significant editing. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and typos (e.g., "accumulation of increased in amount of dry matter", "increment in protein content due to... were recorded"). A thorough language polish is recommended to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Formatting: In Table 1, the "SEm±" and "CD" rows are duplicated for A, B, and C sections. It is standard practice to separate these or ensure they are clearly labeled for each factor to avoid confusion.

Typos: In the Introduction, "churu" should be capitalized as "Churu".

Interaction: The text mentions "Tables 1 Effect of...", "Tables 2 Effect...". The captions should be numbered sequentially as "Table 1", "Table 2", etc.
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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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