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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	The manuscript titled "Climate Resilient Technologies for Sustainable Pulse Production" contributes to the scientific community by highlighting breeding strategies and agronomic strategies to enhance the resilience of pulse crops. The manuscript also spells out crop production stressors and this knowledge will contribute to advancing sustainable agriculture, improving productivity, and ensuring nutritional security. These insights are valuable for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners working at the intersection of climate science, crop improvement, and sustainable farming systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Climate Resilient Technologies for Sustainable Pulse Production," may be somewhat misleading, as the strategies and technologies discussed in the manuscript are not specifically tailored to pulse crops but rather apply to crops in general. To better reflect the scope and content of the paper, a more appropriate and inclusive title would be "Climate Resilient Technologies for Sustainable Crop Production." This revised title would provide clearer alignment with the manuscript’s focus and improve its accuracy and relevance for prospective readers.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the significance of pulses in Indian agriculture and introduces the broader context of climate change. However, it could be made more comprehensive and aligned with the manuscript by ensuring better focus and clarity. Specifically, the abstract would benefit from:

1. A clearer articulation of the research objective or hypothesis—currently, the abstract is descriptive without clearly stating the purpose or aims of the study.

2. A concise summary of the key findings or proposed technologies—while it mentions climate-smart traits and general strategies, it lacks specific examples or outcomes derived from the paper.

3. Improved structure and flow—some sentences are repetitive or unclear. For instance, the phrase “built resilience” could be clarified, and the sentence beginning with “Pulses are emerged as super foods…” should be revised for grammatical accuracy and clarity.

In addition, since the strategies are not exclusive to pulses (as also reflected in the manuscript), the content of the abstract should be revisited to match the actual focus of the paper. Including these improvements will enhance the abstract's clarity, scientific rigor, and relevance to the target readership.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents valuable insights into the challenges of climate change and the role of adaptive technologies in sustainable agricultural production. While it discusses scientifically relevant concepts such as stress-resilient varieties, nutrient and water use efficiency, and integrated agronomic practices, some of the content lacks specificity and empirical backing. The scientific correctness of the manuscript would be strengthened by providing clear evidence from experimental results, referencing relevant studies, and distinguishing which strategies are directly applicable to pulse crops. As it stands, some claims are general and would benefit from clearer linkage to peer-reviewed scientific literature. Overall, the manuscript is directionally sound but would benefit from further refinement to meet scientific rigor.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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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