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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.


	The manuscript presents significant findings on the efficacy of biostimulants (Biovita and humic acid) in enhancing growth, yield, and quality parameters in Celosia plumosa, making it a valuable contribution to the scientific community. This manuscript holds importance for agronomists, horticulturists, and biostimulant researchers by offering evidence-based insights into biostimulant combinations and their practical applications. Its findings can contribute to sustainable crop production, reduced chemical inputs, and improved ornamental plant quality, making it a relevant addition to agricultural and botanical literature.
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	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.


	The abstract is well-structured and covers key aspects of the study. Clearly states the objectives of the study, highlights the best-performing treatment, growth, and yield parameters with specific data, and mentions the location and duration of the study.
The abstract mentions treatments but not the experimental design. The current abstract enters straight into findings without explaining why this study is important. The abstract focuses on morphological traits but could briefly mention physiological or biochemical improvements. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically correct. Please do minor corrections.  
Some tables use "cm²" for leaf area, while text sometimes omits units (e.g., "leaf area (34.41)

Add a table for biochemical parameters.
Please add a few figures for a clear data set expression 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. Need to incorporate recent and relevant references. 
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication but requires editing to meet high journal standards. Consistency in using terminology is a must. Eg. 
Cock’s comb vs. cockscomb

Biovita 1% vs. Biovita (1%)
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