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	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 addresses the critical issue of how sowing date and nitrogen fertilization interact to influence canopy development, radiation interception, and biomass accumulation in wheat. These physiological processes are central to crop productivity and resource use efficiency, making the study highly relevant to both plant science and agronomy. The findings contribute valuable insights into optimizing nitrogen management and planting strategies, which are essential for sustainable wheat production under changing environmental conditions. By integrating multiple physiological indicators, this work provides a comprehensive understanding that can inform future research and practical applications in cereal crop improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Not, maybe the better title is “Optimizing Wheat Growth: The Role of Planting Time and Nitrogen Fertilization on Canopy Development and Biomass Production.”
	

	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 well-structured, but the presentation of results and conclusions could be improved. Currently, several findings that are not statistically significant are included, which reduces the clarity and impact of the abstract. I suggest focusing only on the most relevant and statistically significant outcomes to strengthen the message. The conclusion should also be aligned more closely with these key findings, rather than summarizing non-significant trends. This will make the abstract more concise, relevant, and scientifically robust.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic; however, the validity of the results is limited. The data presented lack sufficient statistical testing (e.g., no post-hoc or further mean separation analysis), making it difficult to determine whether the observed differences among treatments are truly significant. Without appropriate statistical validation, the conclusions drawn cannot be fully supported. I recommend conducting additional statistical analyses to ensure the reliability and scientific accuracy of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript cover some relevant studies; however, they are not fully sufficient or up to date. Several references are relatively old. I recommend including more recent literature (from the last 5–7 years) to strengthen the scientific foundation of the study
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	I feel that is good enough.
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