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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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely issue in the field of agricultural science. With the increasing vulnerability of agriculture to climate change, a focused discussion on climate-resilient technologies for sustainable pulse production is of significant value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and relevant; however, it could be better aligned with the manuscript’s actual content. Much of the discussion revolves around strategies and practices, not just technologies.
Please consider revising the title: example: "Integrative Approaches for Climate Resilience in Pulse Production Systems"
	

	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 fairly comprehensive but lacks cohesion in transitioning between ideas. Some sentences appear disjointed, which affects the overall flow. I recommend:

· Including smoother transitional phrases between sections.

· Clearly highlighting the core focus of the review: climate-resilient technologies specific to pulse crops.

· Avoiding overly general statements and instead foregrounding what technologies or approaches are discussed in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, with evidence-based discussion. However:

· Some strong statements and claims are not supported by citations.

· Ensure that all factual information or non-original insights are properly referenced.

· A few generalizations need clarification or evidence to support them.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes many relevant sources, but there is room to improve by:

· Adding more recent literature (past 3–5 years), especially regarding cutting-edge or emerging technologies.

· Citing key sources in areas where technologies like nano-biochar, fertigation, and seed bombing are discussed.
	

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


	The English language is generally understandable, but some improvement is needed:

· Improve transitions between sections and paragraphs to create better narrative flow.

· Check sentence structures for grammatical correctness and clarity.

· Avoid redundancy and aim for concise, scholarly phrasing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Lack of Thematic Organization

· The manuscript lacks a clear structure that separates and emphasizes:

· Climate-resilient technologies (e.g., precision irrigation, drought-resistant varieties, nanofertilizers),

· Agronomic strategies (e.g., conservation agriculture, intercropping),

· Policy interventions (e.g., NICRA, PMFBY).

· There is no visual or conceptual framework showing how different technologies and strategies interrelate (e.g., how breeding, agronomic practices, and policies collectively build resilience).

· Reorganize content under clear subheadings that emphasize technological components of climate resilience in pulses (e.g., breeding, agronomic, policy-level innovations).

· For each strategy discussed (e.g., crop diversification, seed priming), include specific technologies or tools being used or recommended.

· Highlight cutting-edge and lesser-known innovations, rather than only traditional or broad practices.

· Ensure consistent formatting and clarity across all sections..

· The conclusion needs significant improvement (The conclusion is weak. It summarizes climate impacts generally, but doesn’t reinforce:

· Key technologies or innovations reviewed,

· Knowledge gaps,

· Future directions for research or policy.

Please rewrite the conclusion to reflect the main findings, limitations, and future outlook.
Note: It should synthesize the discussed technologies and strategies, and restate their importance in building resilience in pulse production under climate stressors.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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