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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 study provides valuable practical data for urban gardeners, commercial nurseries, and floriculture researchers regarding the optimization of container-based cultivation. It clearly demonstrates the trade-offs between individual plant vigour (which favours large pots and single plants) and total flower yield per container (which favours higher plant densities). These findings are essential for maximizing resource efficiency in space-constrained agricultural environments. The data on the "Arka Pari" cultivar specifically helps regional growers choose the best management practices for this popular variety.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly defines the variables (pot size and plant number) and the subject (French Marigold) being studied.
	

	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 very data-heavy, containing many strings of numbers in parentheses which makes it difficult to read quickly.

I would suggest the author reduce the lists of specific numerical values in the abstract and instead focus on describing the trends and significant differences. The specific data points are better left for the Results section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The use of a Factorial Completely Randomized Design (FCRD) is standard and appropriate for this type of experiment. The conclusions drawn, that larger soil volume reduces root competition and enhances vegetative growth, while smaller volumes can stress plants into flowering earlier, are consistent with established botanical and horticultural principles.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author could benefit from including some international studies from 2023 or 2024 regarding "vertical gardening" or "precision container nursery management" to make the review section more globally current.
	

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


	The English is generally clear and understandable, but it requires minor proofreading.

For example, there are repetitive phrases in the "Materials and Methods" section (e.g., "first fortnight of October for first season and second fortnight of September in second season"). Also, technical terms like "confirmity" should be corrected to "conformity."
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The tables provide clear "Pooled" data, which strengthens the reliability of the findings across two seasons. 

· It is interesting to note that "N4" (four plants per pot) produced the most flowers despite the plants being smaller. This is a key takeaway for commercial loose-flower producers and researchers.
· Several citations are not properly integrated into the text. For example, references such as Taherpazir and Hashemabadi (2016) and Thapa et al. (2015) are listed but not consistently or correctly cited within the running text. 
· The authors should carefully check all in-text citations and ensure that every reference cited in the reference list is appropriately and accurately cited in the manuscript.

· In addition, there are duplicate references in the reference list, where the same papers appear more than once. This redundancy should be removed. 
· Some studies are also cited repeatedly within the manuscript, in certain cases four to five times, which is unnecessary and affects the readability of the text. The authors are advised to consolidate such citations and avoid excessive repetition of the same references.

· Furthermore, I suggest including representative photographs from the culture experiments, as well as graphical representations of key results, such as growth trends or comparative analyses. 
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