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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 provides valuable insights into the performance of specific anthurium varieties under the distinct agro-climatic conditions of Bihar, a region with significant potential for floriculture but lacking specific data. This localized screening is crucial for recommending suitable commercial cultivars, which can directly benefit local farmers and contribute to the growth of the floriculture industry in Bihar and potentially other similar regions. Furthermore, the detailed evaluation of vegetative, floral, and post-harvest traits adds to the existing knowledge base on anthurium varietal performance, aiding future breeding and cultivation strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Screening of anthurium (Anthurium andreanum) varieties under Bihar conditions" is suitable. It is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the core content and geographical scope of the research.
	

	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 largely comprehensive, covering the objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, a few minor suggestions could enhance its comprehensiveness:

· Addition (Minor): While it mentions "Twelve anthurium varieties were evaluated," it could briefly state why these specific varieties were chosen (e.g., "commercially important" or "genetically diverse") if that context is available, though it's not strictly necessary for an abstract.

· Minor refinement: The sentence "Significant differences were recorded among the evaluated anthurium varieties for various growth and flowering attributes except days taken to first flower bud initiation and flower longevity." is a bit long. It could be slightly rephrased for better flow, perhaps splitting it or using "with the exception of..."

Overall, these are minor points. The abstract effectively summarizes the study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the provided text, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its approach and reporting:

· Experimental Design: The use of a Completely Randomized Design (CRD) with three replications is appropriate for evaluating varieties under uniform conditions.

· Parameters Measured: The selection of vegetative, floral, and post-harvest traits is comprehensive for a screening study of ornamental plants.

· Statistical Analysis: The mention of data being "statistically analyzed as per by Panse and Sukhatme (1985)" indicates adherence to standard statistical procedures.

· Results & Discussion: The results are presented with specific values and comparative statements between varieties. The discussion attempts to explain variations based on genetic makeup and environmental factors and consistently references previous studies to support or contrast findings, which is good scientific practice.

· Conclusion: The conclusion directly stems from the findings, recommending suitable varieties for commercial cultivation in Bihar.

Without access to the actual raw data or the specific statistical outputs, a full validation of correctness isn't possible, but the description of the methodology and presentation of findings align with standard scientific research practices in horticulture.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear sufficient in terms of quantity and relevance to the topic. They cover a range of aspects from anthurium introduction and global significance to specific varietal performance studies and propagation.

Regarding recency:

· The references mostly range from the late 1980s to the late 2000s/early 2010s (e.g., Singh 1987, Dufour and Guérin 2003, Elibox and Umaharan 2010, Femina et al. 2006). While these are foundational and relevant to past research, the most recent one listed appears to be Thawiang et al. 2007 or Elibox and Umaharan 2010.

· The study itself was conducted in 2024-25. Therefore, while older references are fine for background, incorporating a few more recent (last 5-10 years) studies on anthurium varietal evaluation, advanced breeding, or post-harvest technologies would strengthen the manuscript's contemporary relevance.

Suggestion for additional references (general categories, not specific papers):
· More recent reviews or original research articles on anthurium breeding and genomics.

· Contemporary studies on environmental stress tolerance in tropical ornamentals.

· Recent advancements in post-harvest technology for cut flowers, specifically anthurium.


	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is mostly suitable for scholarly communication, but there are instances where it could be improved for greater precision, conciseness, and natural flow, particularly in the "Results and Discussion" section.

· Minor Grammatical Issues/Phrasing: There are a few instances of slightly awkward phrasing or minor grammatical errors (e.g., "attained maximum plant height at harvesting stage (39.33 cm), leaf width (15.11 cm), number of suckers per plant (4.00)..." in the Abstract and Results feels a bit clunky; "as per by Panse and Sukhatme (1985)" could just be "as per Panse and Sukhatme (1985)").

· Repetitive Phrases: Some phrases are repeated, such as "These results are in conformity with the results obtained by..." or variations of "This variation is mainly due to their genetic make up."

· Clarity and Flow: While generally clear, some sentences could be rephrased to improve flow and avoid slight redundancy. For example, "A non-significant variation for days taken to bud initiation in the twelve anthurium varieties we evaluated which may be due to genetic makeup or the combined influence of genotype and environmental factors" is convoluted.

Overall, it conveys the scientific message effectively, but a thorough proofreading by a native English speaker familiar with scientific writing would enhance its polish and academic rigor.
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