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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study has the characteristics of providing significant contributions, especially in terms of saving irrigation water in paddy production. In this respect, it provides useful information for the region, country and the world and contributes to science.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Writers can come up with a better title.

A suggestion:

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE WETTING AND DRYING WITH CONVENTIONAL FLOOD IRRIGATION METHODS IN PADDY 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.


	Results regarding the harvest yield obtained should also be given.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The text does not use appropriate terminology. It has been determined that the most basic information was not provided in the irrigation trial. I definitely recommend the author/authors to seek help from an irrigation engineer. The text seems to have mixed up the irrigation water requirement and evapotranspiration values. This confusion needs to be resolved with correct terminology and expressions. There is no sufficient and explanatory information on how and on what the irrigation planning was done. For example, how did they monitor or measure deep infiltration in the alternative system? The most basic information in terms of irrigation, such as field capacity, wilting point, and usable water holding capacity of the trial area soils, is not included in the study. There are many deficiencies and errors in the article. However, I am attaching a sample work file. I think the author/authors can benefit from this. The study will achieve its purpose by writing their labor-intensive work in a better way. The subject studied is one of the subjects that concerns the future of the world and is one of the 3 most basic nutrients in the world. I think the author/authors did a good job. However, it was a little weak in the writing stage. I believe that the author/authors can do this very well. The results obtained must be compared and discussed with similar studies. The reasons for the differences must be revealed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The terminology in the article needs to be corrected. For this, basic irrigation resources and especially studies conducted on this subject should definitely be examined. The results obtained should definitely be compared and discussed with similar studies. The reasons for the differences should definitely be revealed.
	

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


	After the necessary corrections and arrangements are made, passing the article through a local editor will definitely increase the quality of the article.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The author/authors have done a very good job. However, I think they have not been successful enough in putting it into text. I believe that the team will also do a good job in writing. It would be beneficial to include or get help from researchers experienced in irrigation in the writing team. I think that the article will be more understandable and useful after basic editing. I wish the team success.
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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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