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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 manuscript addresses an agronomically relevant issue concerning nutrient management strategies for baby corn under climate variability, a topic of growing importance for sustainable crop production systems. The integration of mineral fertilizers, biofertilizers, and nano-inputs is timely and potentially valuable for optimizing nutrient use efficiency in maize-based systems. However, the scientific contribution of the study is currently undermined by a major inconsistency between the experimental design and the statistical analysis employed. Without resolving this issue, the reliability and reproducibility of the findings for the wider scientific community remain questionable.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally relevant and reflects the scope of nutrient management and crop performance. However, it implies a comprehensive evaluation of multiple interacting factors without clearly reflecting the complexity of the experimental structure. Given that three factors (fertility level, biofertilizer, and nitrogen management) are simultaneously evaluated, the title would be more appropriate if it reflected a properly defined multi-factorial framework.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objectives, treatments, and main findings. However, it lacks clarity regarding the experimental design and statistical framework. Specifically, the abstract states that a factorial experiment in a split-plot design was used, but it does not clarify how three factors were accommodated within a two-factor analytical structure. I strongly recommend adding a clear statement specifying whether a split-split plot design was applied or, if not, how factor interactions were statistically handled. Without this clarification, the interpretation of interaction effects reported in the abstract may be misleading.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains a critical methodological flaw related to experimental design and statistical analysis. The study includes three independent factors:

1. Fertility levels (P + S),

2. Biofertilizer treatments, and

3. Nitrogen management practices.

However, the analysis is described as a factorial experiment in a split-plot design, which is statistically appropriate for only two factors. Given that two factors (fertility levels and biofertilizers) are assigned to the main plot and one factor (nitrogen management) to the sub-plot, the correct analytical framework should be a split-split plot design, not a split-plot design.

This issue is fundamental and non-trivial, as using an incorrect error structure directly affects F-tests, interaction significance, and mean separation results. Consequently, all interpretations related to main effects and interactions may be statistically invalid if the design is not correctly analyzed. I strongly recommend that the authors either:

· Re-analyze the data using a split-split plot ANOVA, or

· Clearly redefine the experimental structure to justify the use of a two-factor split-plot analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and generally relevant, with several recent citations (2020–2025) supporting the discussion. 
	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear terminology and logical flow. Minor grammatical issues and occasional redundancy are present but do not impede understanding.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major revision required, primarily due to the incorrect or insufficiently justified statistical analysis relative to the experimental design. This issue must be resolved before the manuscript can be considered scientifically reliable.
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