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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study is important but need thorough review as indicated in the comment section in the manuscript. It needs to be rewritten addressing the points I mentioned.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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 not comprehensive and needs to be rewritten. The reported grain yield range (184–1469 kg ha⁻¹) conflicts with the stated maximum yield of 4279 kg ha⁻¹. Straw yield values (992–2034 kg ha⁻¹ vs. 6540 kg ha⁻¹) exhibit similar inconsistencies, raising concerns about data validation. Problem statement missing; reason for conducting this research. Statistical significance thresholds (e.g., p-values) for yield differences are unspecified.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No because high phosphorus application risks soil P saturation and eutrophication, yet long-term environmental impacts are unaddressed. Findings are specific to sandy clay loam soils, but the paper does not clarify how soil texture variability (e.g., clay content gradients) or climatic factors (e.g., rainfall patterns) might influence outcomes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient and some are old. References from 3-4 years back are better in scientific studies 
	

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

	Optional/General comments


	The description of the number of treatments is unclear. The manuscript mentions "three bio-organic sources," but only two are described: FYM (12.5 t ha⁻¹) + PSB and GM (6.25 t ha⁻¹) + PSB. FYM and GM inherently contain phosphorus. Applying 12.5 t ha⁻¹ FYM means adding approximately 62.5 kg P₂O₅, which conflicts with the inorganic P rates (e.g., 50 kg P₂O₅ ha⁻¹ for 100% RDP). Both FYM and GM treatments include PSB, making it impossible to isolate whether yield improvements stem from organic matter, PSB, or their synergy. A PSB-only control is missing. The prescribed 6.25 t ha⁻¹ green manure may be impractical for small-scale farmers due to labor and resource constraints. The conclusion also overlooks cost-benefit analyses comparing this approach to conventional or hybrid fertilization strategies.
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