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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The Methods section is insufficient for replication. Please report:
· soil type and relevant physicochemical properties; 
· preceding crop and land-preparation practices; 
· fertilizer sources, rates, and application schedule; 
· cultivar source and relevant characteristics; 
· seed treatment and sowing procedure; 
· thinning method and timing; 
· pest, disease, and weed-management practices; 
· NAA commercial formulation or purity; 
· procedure used to prepare the NAA solutions; 
· spray volume per hectare or plot; 
· surfactant use, if any; 
· spraying time and environmental conditions; 
· net harvested area and actual harvested plant population; 
· seasonal rainfall, temperature, and other relevant weather conditions.
Describe the split-plot statistical model correctly 
The manuscript only states that data were analysed in Statistics and that means were compared using LSD. This is inadequate for a split-plot experiment. Plant population was assigned to main plots and NAA to subplots; therefore, they require different experimental error terms.
Analyse the two seasons jointly 
The seasons are currently analysed and discussed separately. A combined analysis across seasons is needed to test : season; plant population; NAA concentration; season × plant population;  season × NAA;  plant population × NAA;  season × plant population × NAA. 
Without these tests, the authors cannot conclude statistically that treatment responses were consistent across seasons. If a combined analysis is inappropriate because of heterogeneous variances, the authors should test this assumption and explain why separate analyses were used.
Clarify yield measurements 
The relationship among harvested boll number, boll weight, seed-cotton yield per plant, and yield per hectare requires clarification. For example, multiplying the reported mean yield per plant by the stated plant population does not consistently reproduce the reported yield per hectare, particularly at lower plant populations. This may arise because per-plant yield was obtained from sampled plants whereas hectare-level yield was based on net-plot harvest, but the Methods must state this explicitly.
*Report the net harvest area, number of harvested plants, adjustment for missing plants, moisture basis, number of pickings, and formula used to convert plot yield to kg ha⁻¹.
Revise overgeneralized statements in the Abstract 
The statement that NAA “significantly increased plant height, yield and yield-contributing parameters” is too broad. NAA did not significantly affect sympodial branch number, total reproductive-structure points, or thousand-seed weight. The Abstract should identify the traits that responded significantly instead of implying that all measured traits increased.
Do not interpret non-significance as proof of no effect 
Statements such as “there were no significant interaction effects…indicating that the effect of NAA was consistent across different plant populations” should be moderated. A non-significant interaction indicates insufficient evidence of differential responses; it does not prove identical responses. Report exact interaction PP-values and, preferably, confidence intervals or interaction plots.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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