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	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.


	This manuscript addresses an applied horticultural question of practical importance: optimizing plant population density and foliar GA3 dose to improve vegetative growth and floral yield of Celosia plumosa (cocksflower). Results indicating a synergistic advantage of wider spacing combined with 100 ppm GA3 are useful for nursery/ornamental producers and researchers studying PGR × density interactions. The study provides useful field-level numeric outcomes (plant-height, spike number/ha, spike dry weight) that can inform production recommendations and follow-up physiological studies. With minor clarifications and improved presentation, this paper will add value to the horticulture/ornamental-crop literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the title is clear and appropriate, but I suggest a slightly more concise alternative:
Suggested alternative: “Effects of Plant Density and Foliar GA3 (100 ppm) on Growth and Flowering of Celosia plumosa”
	

	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.


	3. The abstract is overall informative and includes key results. A few suggestions to improve clarity:

· Add exact experimental dates/season (e.g., transplanted in first week of February — give year).

· State the replication and plot size briefly (RCBD, 3 reps, plot size 1.0 × 0.75 m).

· Replace qualitative wording “resulted significant variations” with precise phrase “resulted in significant differences (P < 0.05)”.

· Mention explicitly that the best treatment was P1G2 (i.e., 12 plants/plot with 100 ppm GA3) and include one or two most important numeric outcomes (e.g., spikes per ha or spike dry weight) for quick reader take-away.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	4. The study is fundamentally sound — field experiment with factorial RCBD, appropriate horticultural measurements, and statistical testing (ANOVA + LSD). However, several methodological and reporting clarifications/ corrections are required before publication:

Major points (should be addressed)
a. Coordinates / site description: the geographic coordinates given (11:23 W, 68:53 E) seem inconsistent format-wise and contradictory (W vs E). Please verify and correct to standard latitude/longitude format (e.g., 23°11′N, 90°23′E or decimal degrees) and provide the year of experiment. Also double-check altitude and AEZ designation for accuracy.
b. Experimental dates and season: give exact year and dates (sowing, transplanting, harvest) — this is essential for reproducibility and for readers interpreting environmental conditions.
c. Replication & sampling: clarify how the 10 plants per plot were selected (randomly from inner rows? avoid border effects). State whether the 10 plants came from the central area of the plot.
d. Statistical details: report the ANOVA table (or at least F-values and p-values) for main effects and interaction; indicate whether interactions were significant. Currently tables show means and LSD but ANOVA statistics are missing. Also specify software version (you state “Statistics version 10” — give full name e.g., “STATISTIX 10” or “SAS/GenStat/R” whichever was used).
e. LSD and CV: ensure LSD values are computed appropriately (state significance level, e.g., P = 0.05). Explain how CV% was calculated.
f. Units and conversions: spikes per ha calculations should show the formula used (from spikes/plot to spikes/ha). Check and confirm the spikes/ha numbers are correct given plot dimensions and plant population. Some numbers appear inconsistent between tables (please reconfirm).
g. GA3 preparation: better describe the solvent used — you say “90% ethyl alcohol” then dilute — but describe volume of ethanol used and whether a surfactant was used in foliar spray. State spray volume per plant/plot (L ha⁻¹ or mL per plot) and time-of-day of spray (to aid reproducibility).
h. Data presentation: many tables use letter-based significance but do not mark which comparisons are interaction means vs main effects. Add a short note in each table caption explaining how letters were derived (e.g., means compared using LSD at 5% and letters indicate significant differences within columns). Also ensure consistent decimal places across tables.
i. Figures / plates: Plate 1 is referenced but not embedded with adequate caption/scale. Provide high-resolution images (if available) and ensure all plates/figures are cited in text and have informative captions.
j. Discussion: while the discussion links to many studies, some references are recent (2025) — verify that citations are correct and formatted consistently. Add more mechanistic interpretation of how GA3 at 100 ppm specifically affected spikelet initiation/partitioning of assimilates. If interactions (density × GA3) were significant, more emphasis should be placed on interaction effects.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	5. References are generally appropriate and cover recent literature (2020–2025). A few suggestions:

· Ensure consistent reference formatting to the journal’s style (some DOIs and journal names are inconsistent in format).

· Add/refer to a few background references on the physiology of GA3 effects on floral meristem initiation (e.g., classical GA literature or relevant review articles). If possible add a reference on experimental methods for foliar application rates and volumes.

· Make sure all in-text citations appear in the reference list and vice versa (I noticed “Priyadharsini et al., 2025” etc. — confirm final publication year and details).


	

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


	The manuscript is readable, but many sentences would benefit from careful proofreading and copy-editing to reach publishable English quality. Examples: awkward constructions (“often up to seedling emergence, irrigation was applied”), inconsistent tense use, small grammatical mistakes, and punctuation. I recommend professional English editing (either the authors or a language-editing service) to improve flow and eliminate errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Consider adding a short cost-benefit comment in the discussion: GA3 application has a cost — do the increases in spikes/ha and spike dry weight justify the additional input? Even a short paragraph with qualitative economic comment would increase practical value.

  If interactions are strong, a response surface or interaction plot (plant density × GA3) would help readers visualize the optimum region. Consider adding a simple interaction figure.

  Spell out abbreviations in table captions and define P1/P2/P3 and G0–G3 in each table for readability.
The experiment is well-designed and results are useful and mostly well-presented. Major methodological clarifications (site coordinates, dates, statistical reporting, GA3 application details) plus better language polishing are required before publication. No fatal flaws were found. After addressing the points above, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are apparent. 
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