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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 is important for scientific community because it presents valuable insights issue for floriculture optimizing plant spacing and nutrient management to maximize yield and quality of daisy (Aster amellus L. cv. Purple Multipetal) and it focus on both production (spike yield and plant height) and qualitative attributes (vase life, root and flower parameters) makes the research relevant for commercial growers, which emphasizes both quantitative yield and quality factors, is a substantial contribution to horticultural practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	NO, The title is informative and it needs some modification to enhance its academic tone and precision.
Here is an alternative title: Effects of Plant Spacing and NPK Fertilizer Rates on Growth, Flowering, Yield, and Quality of Daisy (Aster amellus L.) cv. Purple Multipetal.
	

	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.


	NO, 
Here is the structure of the abstract (importance of test crop, major factors for yield or quality reduction, title (it includes cropping season and year), treatments (NPK Fertilizers rates and plant spacing) methodology (variety of test crop you used for study, design) results (major output which have significant result) finally recommendation for further study.    
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Not sufficient ( introduction part almost all paragraphs are not cited)
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction part

· Almost there is no reference, as a scientific paper there should be credit for different scholars.

· While the paper references previous work (e.g., Siddappa et al., 2018), integrating more recent studies or discussing analogous experiments in other ornamental crops could situate the current work within a broader scientific context.

· An expanded explanation of the physiological mechanisms—such as how greater spacing improves light interception and air circulation that in turn improves chlorophyll content and overall plant health—would deepen the reader’s understanding.
Result part
Spelling: weigt” should be weight

Rot parameters” should be Root parameters.

Some spacing between words and symbols needs attention (e.g., "×20" → "× 20")

Adding more graphical representations (such as bar graphs or scatter plots) could help visualize differences and trends more effectively than tables alone.

Ensure consistent units and terminology throughout the paper (for example, consistently referring to "daisy" or "Italian aster")

What about economic feasibility b/c its fertilizer trial  

Experimental Design and Methodology Clarifying the plot size, the number of plants per replication

Additional details on soil type, irrigation practices, and climatic conditions during the experiment would help readers better interpret the results and gauge their applicability under different agronomic conditions
Specifying the statistical tests (e.g., ANOVA, post-hoc comparisons) and significance thresholds used.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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