Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Agriculture and Forestry 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRAF_136725

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect of Pre-anthesis Melatonin Priming on Plant Growth, Yield, and Grain Quality in Wheat under Post-anthesis Salt Stress

	Type of the Article
	


	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.
	The results offer practical approaches for sustainable wheat production in saline regions, marking significant progress toward global food security as soil salinity increases worldwide.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the current title is not entirely suitable for the following reasons:

· Misleading Terminology:

The term "priming" is typically associated with seed treatments (e.g., seed soaking), but this study applies melatonin to the vegetative stage, not seeds. Hence, precise terms like 'pre-anthesis melatonin treatment' or 'foliar melatonin application' are preferred, as they more accurately reflect the method used. 

· - Replace "priming" with accurate terminology (treatment/application).

· The title is overly broad; incorporating key findings (e.g., physiological/agronomic effects) would improve its precision.

· The title claims effects on "plant growth, yield, and grain quality", which, while true, could be more precise.

Suggested Alternative Titles:
"Melatonin Enhances Salt Stress Tolerance in Wheat During Grain Filling: Physiological and Agronomic Benefits"
"Foliar Melatonin Application Mitigates Salt Stress Effects on Wheat Photosynthesis, Antioxidant Activity and Grain Quality"
	

	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 article's abstract suffers from unclear expression, grammatical errors, and poor structure, which hinder its clarity and coherence. Below are some suggestions for improvement. In academic writing, it is not necessary to explicitly mention statistical procedures (e.g., ANOVA, Duncan's test) in the abstract. Instead, the focus should be on summarizing key findings with appropriate statistical significance, For example: "The results demonstrated that melatonin priming significantly alleviated salt-induced reductions in plant growth, yield, and photosynthetic efficiency, while enhancing antioxidant activity and grain quality".
The phrase ("The results demonstrated that post-anthesis salt stress lead to significant decrease in plant height, flag leaf area, fresh and dry weight of shoot and root, relative water (RWC), while the post-anthesis melatonin priming alleviated these decline") contains grammatical and syntactical errors, making it unclear and difficult to comprehend. It requires revision for proper academic clarity and coherence.

"lead" → "led"  
"a significant decrease"

"Relative water" → "relative water content"
"these decline" → "these declines", this decline

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The current experimental design, while conceptually valid, contains several critical flaws that limit its scientific rigor."Despite using two different cultivars, the cultivar effect was not considered as an independent factor in the experimental design. Consequently, it is not possible to determine whether the responses to the treatments differed significantly between the two cultivars."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	"The references cited are generally recent (mostly within the past 5–10 years) and relevant to the study. However, the formatting is inconsistent across references.
Sadak 2016()
, (Sh Sadak, Abdelhamid et al., 2015), (Ismaeil et al., 2024), Li, Bing et al. 2018( )
,…
	

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


	No, the language and English quality of the article are currently not suitable for scholarly communication due to significant issues in grammar, syntax, structure, and overall clarity. The manuscript requires extensive editing to meet academic standards. Informal expressions (e.g., "a lot of" → "a significant number of")
	

	Optional/General comments
	Major revisions are necessary to improve the clarity, organization, and scientific rigor of this manuscript.
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