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	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 addresses a practical and timely question: how foliar application of an exogenous nitric-oxide donor (sodium nitroprusside, SNP) affects vegetative growth and flowering traits in an important ornamental species, Eschscholzia californica (California poppy). The results—showing a clear concentration-dependent response with moderate doses improving both vegetative vigor and floral attributes—are relevant for horticultural practitioners and researchers interested in crop management, floriculture production, and the role of nitric oxide in plant development. The study also contributes empirical field data, which are relatively scarce compared with laboratory reports, and therefore provide useful guidance for future applied trials and optimization of SNP dosing in ornamentals. Confirmation across seasons and mechanistic follow-up would increase the long-term impact of these findings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the current title is broadly suitable but could be tightened for clarity and indexing. Suggested alternative (concise): Effect of foliar sodium nitroprusside on growth and flowering of California poppy (Eschscholzia californica)

	

	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 informative and summarizes the major findings, but it would benefit from greater precision and conciseness. A brief mention of the experimental design (RBD, number of replications), sampling scale, and the key limitation (single-season study) should be added. Some details are repetitive, and unit inconsistencies should be corrected. Overall, the abstract is adequate but requires small edits for clarity and completeness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound and the results align with established literature on nitric oxide donors in plants. However, the manuscript requires clearer statistical reporting, including identification of the specific tests used, p-values or test statistics, and confirmation of replication and sample size. Unit inconsistencies across tables should be corrected, and some mechanistic claims toned down or better supported. With these revisions, the scientific foundation will be solid.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant but several require correction and standardization. Some entries appear to have incorrect years, page numbers, or formatting. While the reference list includes foundational sources, adding a few recent studies on nitric oxide signalling and SNP applications in floriculture would strengthen the manuscript. Overall, the list is adequate but needs cleanup and updating
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is understandable but needs moderate editing for grammar, flow, and removal of repetitions. Certain terms are inconsistent, and a few typographical errors remain. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	Improving table clarity (units, mean ± SE, significance letters), specifying spray details and sampling procedure, and presenting figures for key traits would enhance readability. The discussion should briefly reinforce the single-season limitation and avoid overly mechanistic explanations without supporting physiological data. These refinements will substantially improve the manuscript’s clarity and impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no immediate ethical concerns identified in this manuscript. 
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