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	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.


	This manuscript is significantly important for the scientific community as it offers a comprehensive review and investigate the factors influencing commercial cultivation and production of gladiolus. This provides a practical evidence based solution for getting the benefits of staggered planting beyond prolonging the flowering period. By utilizing the techniques suggested by the researcher, growers can manage their resources more efficiently. Staggered planting can optimize resources allocation and reduces the risk of flower surplus and wastage, enabling growers to align their production with market demands and thereby enhance profitability. The findings are important for floriculturists and to maximizing yield and profitability through proper management. Overall the study contributes valuable insights for staggered planting in Gladiolus cultivation via supporting both scientific advancement and practical horticultural development.  


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and descriptive, only one suggestion is there i.e. “Staggered planting in Gladiolus:  An innovative approach for optimizing cut flower production” may be used instead of “Gladiolus staggered planting: An innovative approach for optimizing cut flower production (Staggered planting in gladiolus)”.The content written in bracket [(Staggered planting in gladiolus)] is repeated one, thus, it may be removes to avoid repetitions.
	

	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 provides a comprehensive overview of the study and is well-structured. The abstract covers key aspects of the study and also suggest some measures in last to improve the situation. But a few adjustments may enhance its clarity and impact more. Suggestions are:

1. Add one-two lines about the methodology used for research study, it may strengthen the study’s relevance.

2. The objectives of the research article may be stated more precisely. 

3.  One-two lines may also be added to highlight the importance of findings of the research article. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the sections, subsections and structure of the manuscript is well-organized and maintain a symmetry throughout. The systematic flow of the sections and subsections enhance its clarity and ensure research quality. The manuscript titled “Gladiolus staggered planting: An innovative approach for optimizing cut flower production (Staggered planting in gladiolus)” demonstrates scientific robustness and technical soundness due to its well-structured examination of key factors affecting The use of staggered planning as a variable across 12 treatments (monthly intervals) is methodologically justified. This also offered practical insights for commercial gladiolus production. The experiment was laid out in Randomized Block Design with 3 replications. Observation recorded on floral parameters such as spike length, rachis length, floret count, vase life and flowering duration are relevant and adequately support the objective of the study. The data analysis using Panse and Sukhatme’s method at 5% significance indicate appropriate statistical validation. The findings are validated with past literature, enhancing the reliability and relevance of conclusions.
Some suggestions for the manuscript are: 

1. Add a section discussing Highlights of related Policy Implications and government point of view in this direction, if available.

If possible, discuss the use of AI and machine learning in predicting and managing resource and infrastructure constraints, extension constraints, production constraints and marketing constraints in one paragraph.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and reflecting the current state of research on the “Gladiolus staggered planting: An innovative approach for optimizing cut flower production (Staggered planting in gladiolus)”. The cited literature effectively supports the arguments presented.
	

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


	The language and overall quality of English in the article are appropriate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written with well-structured sentences that convey central theme of the manuscript effectively. The use of academic terminology is consistent and accurate, enhancing the manuscript's professionalism and fine sense of researcher about academics. Overall, the writing meets the standards expected in academic publishing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	I would like to suggest that one section can also be included for limitation of present study to enhance the manuscript's relevance. Along with this, objectives/ purpose of the study can be outlined under a separate subheading to clearly highlight the research focus. Similarly, including a section for hypotheses and testing these hypotheses in discussion part; may add more depth to the study, making it more relevant by providing a basis for verifying the results. Accordingly, Policy implications of the present study may also be added. This approach may strengthen the structure and ensure a more scientifically robust analysis. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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