Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Plant & Soil Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	2025/IJPSS/149787

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Stomatal Conductance and Leaf Temperature Responses of Cucumber (Cucumis sativus L.) to Deficit Drip Irrigation Under Tropical Conditions

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	Abstract is sufficient. It elicts interest in the reader to examine the work.

But I find the introduction too wordy and too much. It can be shortened to highlight the importance and relevance of this particular study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.  The methodology section is very clear and precise. The scientific objective is clearly visible. One issue remains – Why so close irrigation intervals were chosen. Even in sandy loam soils drip irrigation event of a day results in wetness to remain in the soil for 4 to 6 days (my own experiments and observations in farmers fields in many tropical countries). The intervals should have been daily , 4 days and 7 days (weekly) . That would have given more opportunity for higher WUE too. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Too many. One need not give references for certain accepted statements. “In Nigeria, adoption of drip irrigation among smallholder farmers is a vital step toward improving resilience and productivity under limited water supply (Lawal et al., 2022)”.  This statement is a universal type and hence a reference is not required. 
	

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


	Average. Too many words . The idea can be conveyed more effectively without the current verbosity. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The issue of single experiment data is a major problem of this study. At least one more season repeat is required. Especially stomatal conductance is a highly variable response. 

To justify the conclusions made a SECOND season REPEAT is essential in such studies.

Addition of one more season observations would be very ideal in such crop water relations studies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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	Don’t find any.
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