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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.

	The study explores two major challenges in agricultural production, the efficient management of nitrogen and the spatial arrangement of crop species. Its relevance lies in simultaneously investigating these factors, providing evidence that contributes to improved nitrogen use efficiency. The results highlight the importance of adopting appropriate cropping practices and nutrient sources to enhance nutrient use efficiency and grain quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is somewhat lengthy. As it serves as the primary element to attract readers and researchers, I recommend making it more concise and straightforward. Furthermore, considering the study’s international relevance, it is not necessary to specify the region in the title; this information should be presented within the body of the article.

Suggestion: “Maize–Cowpea Intercropping on Quality Characteristics and Residual Nitrogen Availability”
	

	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 abastract is well prepared, containing relevant information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains aspects that could be improved.

Introduction:

· In the second paragraph, the statement that the cowpea growth habit is “not competitive” should be revised, as this species can indeed exhibit competitive behavior under certain conditions.

· The fourth paragraph is well written but lacks a clear connection with the preceding sections; consider improving the logical flow between paragraphs.

· The final paragraph is overly repetitive and could be rewritten to be more concise and direct.

Materials and Methods:

· Include the geographical coordinates of the experimental site.

· Provide a reference for the climate classification of the study area.

· Add the reference used for the nutrient availability classification.

· The pH value of 7.7 is not neutral; this information should be corrected in Table 1.

· The number of replications is relatively low; for future experiments, it is recommended to use at least four replicates.

· Include the reference that supports the nitrogen fertilization rate used in the study.

Results and Discussion:

· Several inferences are presented without citing supporting references. This occurs at the end of paragraphs 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. Please provide appropriate citations to strengthen the arguments.

· The discussion in the third paragraph regarding improved nitrogen concentration in maize residue is not substantiated by the data, as no statistically significant differences were observed in maize straw. This interpretation may be valid only for cowpea residue, where significant differences were indeed detected. Please revise this section accordingly to avoid overinterpretation.

Conclusion

· The concept of “soil health” is invoked in the conclusion, but it should be noted that soil health encompasses multiple physical, chemical, and biological indicators—not solely soil nitrogen content. Given the limited scope of the study, it would be more accurate to remove or substantially qualify this term.  

· The conclusion is currently too lengthy and somewhat repetitive. Please streamline it to emphasize the key findings and implications of the study, avoiding redundancy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References should be added to the Results and Discussion section to support the interpretations presented.

Two cited sources are missing from the reference list and must be included:

· Kaushik et al. (2016);

· Helrich (1990).

One reference listed was not cited in the main text and should therefore be removed:

Gaikwad, D.D., Pankhaniya, R. M., Singh, B., Patel, K. G., Viridia, H. M. (2022). Studies on growth and productivity of maize and cowpea intercropping system under different spatial arrangements and nutrient levels. The Pharma Innovation Journal;11(2):2506-2512. 
	

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

	The English is scientifically appropriate for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical issues.
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