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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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by providing evidence-based insights into optimizing nutrient management in sweet corn-based intercropping systems, a critical area for sustainable agriculture in resource-constrained regions like India. It addresses the pressing need for efficient land and nutrient use to enhance food security, offering practical recommendations for farmers and policymakers. The economic analysis, particularly the high benefit-cost ratio of sweet corn + radish intercropping, adds actionable data to the growing body of research on sustainable intensification. These findings are particularly relevant for peri-urban agriculture, where maximizing productivity on limited land is essential.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Nutrient Management and Economic Analysis of Sweet Corn-Based Vegetable Intercropping Systems for Sustainable Agriculture," does a good job of capturing the essence of the study, focusing on nutrient management, economic aspects, and sustainability in intercropping. That said, it could be a bit more concise to really make an impact and improve readability, especially since ARJA values clear and focused titles. A suggested alternative could be: "Optimizing Nutrient Management and Economics in Sweet Corn-Vegetable Intercropping for Sustainable Agriculture." This keeps the important elements while making the wording more streamlined.
	

	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 brief and effectively outlines the study’s goals, methods, key findings (especially the economic outcomes), and relevant keywords, which fits perfectly with ARJA’s guideline for a 150–300-word summary. However, it misses an opportunity to discuss the broader implications of the study, like sustainability or its relevance to policy. It could also do a better job of clarifying the experimental context, such as whether it pertains to a single season or a specific location. Here are some suggestions:

Add: A line about the implications, for instance, “These findings promote sustainable farming by improving land use efficiency and boosting farmer profitability in southern India.”

Delete: Nothing, since the abstract is already concise, but it would be helpful to define “rabi season” for readers unfamiliar with the region (like saying “winter cropping season”).

Refine: It would be great to specify the intercrop varieties or types of crops involved (for example, “root and bulb vegetables”) to enhance clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is solid from a scientific standpoint, utilizing a strong split-plot design and the right statistical analysis (ANOVA as per Panse and Sukhatme, 1985), along with a clear presentation of economic metrics like gross returns, net returns, and the benefit-cost ratio. The methodology is thorough, detailing soil characteristics, weather conditions, and fertilizer applications, which makes it easy to replicate. The results are consistent with previous studies (for instance, Kumar et al., 2018), and the discussion offers a logical interpretation of the findings. That said, there are a few minor gaps: the yield data that supports the economic calculations isn't reported, and some limitations (like being based on a single season and regional specificity) aren't clearly addressed, which could impact how broadly the findings can be applied. While these issues don't detract from the scientific validity, they do need some clarification for a more complete picture.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are quite comprehensive, including key works like Vandermeer (1989) and Tilman et al. (2011), along with more recent studies such as Joshi et al. (2022) and Gupta et al. (2021). This blend of foundational and contemporary literature aligns well with ARJA’s standards. The 21 references cover a range of topics, including intercropping, nutrient management, and economic analysis, sourced from reputable publications like Advances in Agronomy and Science. However, it’s important to check the URLs from sources like Indiastat and Organic Facts for their reliability, as ARJA prefers sources that are stable over time. 

Here are a couple of additional references to consider:

Zhang, F., & Li, L. (2003). Using competitive and facilitative interactions in intercropping systems enhances crop productivity and nutrient-use efficiency. Plant and Soil, 248(1–2), 305–312. (This adds valuable insight into intercropping mechanisms.)

Fageria, N. K., & Baligar, V. C. (2005). Enhancing nitrogen use efficiency in crop plants. Advances in Agronomy, 88, 97–185. (This supports the discussion on nutrient management.)
	

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


	The language used here is quite fitting for academic communication, showcasing clear and professional writing that meets ARJA’s standards. Technical terms like RDF and B:C ratio are appropriately applied, and the overall structure is logical. That said, there are a few minor inconsistencies, such as the spelling of “knolkhol” versus “knol khol,” and some grammatical errors, like the discrepancy in the B:C ratio (4.36 in Table 4 compared to 4.34 in the text) that need to be addressed. To improve readability for a global audience, it would be beneficial to simplify some of the denser sentences in the introduction, particularly those discussing synergistic interactions. A thorough proofreading for consistency and minor grammatical tweaks is definitely recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to sustainable agriculture, showing that intercropping sweet corn with radish, combined with optimized nutrient management (100% RDF for sweet corn and 75% RDF for radish), can maximize economic returns and resource efficiency. It’s scientifically robust, featuring a clear methodology and relevant references, but it does need some revisions to improve transparency—like including yield data and cost breakdowns—and to explicitly address its limitations. The title is fitting but could be more concise, and the abstract would benefit from slight expansion to highlight broader implications. The language is appropriate, though a few grammatical corrections are necessary. I recommend acceptance with revisions.
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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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