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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 provides valuable scientific evidence on the influence of planting dates and cultivar variation on corm and cormlet production in Gladiolus grandiflorus under semi-arid conditions. 

· The study identifies 5th November planting and the cultivar American Beauty as optimal for improving underground yield attributes. 

· These findings contribute to climate-resilient floriculture practices and support efficient gladiolus propagation and commercial production.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No 
#Problems in manuscript title 

“Optimizing” sounds promotional/recommendatory

“Planting dates of cultivars” is grammatically weak”

“Gladiolus” appears twice (common + scientific name)
Recommended title “Effect of Planting Dates on Corm Production of Gladiolus (Gladiolus grandiflorus L.) Cultivars under Semi-Arid 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.


	Yes but, the abstract lacks a clear objective and contains excessive numerical details, which reduces clarity and focus.
For example, 

· Add a clear objective statement (missing), 

· Excessive numerical data (should be reduced)

· Conclusion is repetitive and weak
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript needs revision to improve accuracy and clarity
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list requires revision by updating recent literature, removing outdated citations, and formatting all references uniformly according to the journal guidelines.
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Replace outdated references with recent ones. For example, [Mubhopadhayay and Banker, 1981; 
Talia and Traversa (1986); Ko et al., (1995) and Dod et al., (1989)]
2. Results and Discussion section needs improvement; currently very weak.
3. Clarify the Materials and Methods section and add supporting references.
4. Manuscript title should be revised for clarity and scientific accuracy.
5. Treatment details should be presented in a table as recommended
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