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	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.


	i. The manuscript provides empirical evidence on the performance of the wheat variety Phule Samadhan (NIAW 1994) under late-sown irrigated conditions, a situation increasingly relevant due to delayed cropping and climate variability in semi-arid regions.

ii. Through on-farm trials, the study effectively links research findings with real-world farming conditions, enhancing the practical applicability of agricultural innovations.

iii. The research generates quantitative insights on yield improvement, economic returns, and technology adoption, contributing valuable data for varietal recommendations and policy planning in Maharashtra and similar agro-ecological zones.

iv. The findings advance the scientific understanding of wheat adaptation to terminal heat stress, an issue of global concern amid rising temperatures and changing sowing windows.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. I’m suggesting this for adoption
“Growth, Yield, and Economic Performance of Wheat Variety Phule Samadhan (NIAW 1994) under Late-Sown Irrigated 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 too generic opening sentences that do not directly relate to the study’s specific context, making the introduction less engaging. The methodology lacks sufficient detail, with limited information about experimental design, replication, and statistical analysis. There is also overuse of passive and wordy phrasing, which reduces clarity and readability. The results presentation could be sharper, with clearer emphasis on key findings and inclusion of statistical significance where applicable. Finally, the conclusion is too general and should be more specific in highlighting the study’s implications and practical recommendations.

The abstract should begin with a concise, study-specific statement to immediately convey context and relevance. Methodology details need to be expanded by briefly mentioning the experimental design, sample size, and analysis methods. Sentences should be rewritten in an active and direct style to improve clarity. Results should emphasize key quantitative findings and their statistical significance. The conclusion should clearly state the main implication and practical recommendation of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its core design and findings, but it requires refinement to fully meet academic publication standards. The study employs a valid on-farm trial approach comparing an improved wheat variety (Phule Samadhan, NIAW 1994) with farmers’ existing practices, and the data collected on growth, yield and economics are appropriate for the stated objectives. However, the scientific rigor can be improved by providing more detail on experimental design, replication, and statistical analysis to strengthen the validity of the conclusions. Overall, the results and interpretations are consistent, logical, and align with established agronomic principles, indicating that the manuscript is scientifically correct but in need of methodological clarification and presentation enhancement.
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	The references are insufficient and grossly outdated. There is need for the author(s) to utilized post 2018 citations rather than the earlier ones. Just 13 citations is inadequate for such an article and 2001, 2006, 2010-2016 are somewhat outdated.
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