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	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 tackles a practical, high-impact question for vegetable nurseries: which substrate × environment combination produces the best tomato seedlings. The factorial RBD across five media and three environments is a useful applied design that can guide protected-cultivation nurseries that must choose among cocopeat blends, vermicompost, and biochar under open field, shade-net, or polyhouse conditions. The dataset suggests strong environment effects (protected > open) and points to cocopeat + vermicompost as especially promising—insights that, if robustly supported, can directly inform commercial practice and extension recommendations. However, the current version overgeneralizes some results (e.g., claiming polyhouse superiority for all traits) and lacks essential methodological detail (substrate properties, microclimate), which limits reproducibility and external validity in its present form.
	

	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.


	Need revision:

The abstract says polyhouse conditions gave the quickest and best across parameters, yet the maximum shoot length (6.27 cm) and the highest seedling vigour index (1741.07) occurred under shade-net with cocopeat + vermicompost (1:1), not polyhouse; only root length (10.15 cm) and leaf area (11.09 cm²) peaked in polyhouse. Please revise wording so each maximum is attributed to the correct environment. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Correction:
The text periodically conflicts with the tables (e.g., claiming universal polyhouse superiority while Table 2 shows shade-net maxima for shoot length and SVI). All narrative claims should be reconciled with Table 1–2 values.
	

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

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


	The manuscript is understandable but needs careful editing for grammar, concision, and scientific tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The experiment addresses a relevant, applied problem and the data are promising, but conclusions must be tightened to match the evidence, and methods/reporting need fuller detail to meet scholarly standards. Make these fixes and the paper will be far more robust—and far more useful to nurseries deciding between shade-net and polyhouse when the seedlings (inevitably) demand VIP treatment.
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