Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Advances in Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AIR_148885

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effect of different irrigation management techniques and planting methods on production and water use efficiency of Maize

	Type of the Article
	


	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.


	The manuscript addresses a critical issue of sustainable water management in maize production under semi-arid conditions. With rising groundwater depletion and increasing competition for freshwater, studies comparing irrigation techniques and planting configurations are essential for improving agricultural water productivity. The findings offer practical implications for farmers, extension systems and policymakers seeking to enhance water use efficiency. The experimental evidence, especially comparing drip and modified furrow irrigation, contributes valuable insights to the field of agronomy and water management research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Effect of Irrigation Scheduling and Planting Methods on Maize Productivity and Water Use Efficiency under Semi-Arid Conditions

	

	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 contains important findings but suffers from repetition, grammatical issues and lack of structured flow. It mixes background information with results. It must be rewritten to clearly include:

· Objective

· Experimental design

· Key results (yield, water use, WUE)

· Clear conclusion

Unnecessary details (e.g., soil infiltration values, permeability, CPE ratio) should be moved to the methods section, not the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, but the following issues must be addressed:

· The experiment mentions “different sowing dates” in the abstract, but the main study reports only one date—this inconsistency must be corrected.

· The methodology section lacks detail regarding fertilizer application rates, irrigation scheduling criteria, ET estimation method and plot size.

· Statistical analysis is mentioned but lacks clarity on the model used, assumptions and software.

· Discussion often repeats numerical trends without deeper physiological interpretation.

· Some tables contain formatting issues and inconsistencies (e.g., stream size, dates).

· Figures and tables need proper captions, units, formatting and cross-referencing.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly appropriate and recent, yet several formatting inconsistencies exist. Additional relevant references on drip irrigation performance, deficit irrigation modeling and furrow hydraulics may be considered to strengthen the introduction and discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate to major English editing. Issues include run-on sentences, lack of academic tone, grammatical errors and inconsistent terminology. Technical terms should be used consistently (e.g., “paired-row planting,” “skip-fixed furrow,” “alternate furrow”). Improve readability and remove redundancy.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Ensure uniformity in units (mm, kg ha⁻¹, kg ha⁻¹ mm⁻¹).

  Revise table formatting for clarity and alignment.

  Provide graphical summaries of yield and WUE for clearer interpretation.

  Include limitations of the study and recommendations for future research.

  Ensure that infiltration and permeability data are integrated logically, not abruptly.
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	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No ethical issues are identified in this agronomic field experiment. Ensure that institutional approval for field trials is mentioned.
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