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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The performance of Amaranthus species under various planting schemes and climatic conditions, especially under shade-net cultivation, is thoroughly summarized in this manuscript. Agronomists and horticulturists working on protected cultivation technologies can benefit from such reviews. Numerous studies on the development, yield, and quality characteristics of Amaranthus spp. that are dispersed throughout various areas and years are compiled in this article. It advances knowledge of how shade net microclimate change might improve nutritional quality and productivity, particularly in light of climate variability and land scarcity.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, which highlights both the crop (Amaranthus) and the agronomic innovation (shadenet condition), is appropriate and accurately conveys the substance and focus of the work.

	

	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.


	Although it gives a clear overview of the review's conclusions, the abstract does a decent job of providing background information. A succinct summary of the main findings from the synthesized literature would strengthen it. 

1. Include a sentence that summarizes the key findings, such as "The reviewed literature consistently indicates that cultivation under shadenet, particularly with raised bed systems, enhances germination, growth, yield, and certain quality parameters in Amaranthus compared to open-field conditions." 

2. Bring up the particular yield and quality enhancements (such as enhanced vitamin content and leaf yield) that are covered in the conclusion.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The gathering and presentation of current research findings in the publication is sound from a scientific standpoint. It presents the results of multiple investigations with accuracy. However, going beyond a descriptive list of findings and incorporating critical analysis, synthesis, and the identification of trends, knowledge gaps, and contradictions throughout the mentioned research would greatly improve its scientific quality.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover research until 2023 and are sufficient, current, and pertinent. The sources, which cover both Indian and foreign data, include primary research publications and theses. No additions are required right now.


	

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


	In general, the language is intelligible and clear. But there are a lot of grammatical mistakes, strange phrasings, and problems with sentence flow that need to be fixed. To fulfill the standards of scholarly communication, it needs to be carefully edited and proofread. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript's structure is its main flaw. Instead of reading like a critical evaluation, it currently reads like a database of research findings arranged by parameter (growth, yield, quality)
. 

Important Suggestions:
 
1. Reorganize: Establish a theme framework. For instance, include chapters on "Impact of Shadenet vs. Open Field," "Comparison of Planting Systems," "Genotypic Variations under Protected Conditions," along with "Influence on Nutritional Quality." 
2. Synthesize: Synthesize results rather of stating them (e.g., "Author X found A, Author Y found B"). For example, "Multiple studies [Citing 3-4 references] consistently report a 20-50% increase in plant height under shadenet compared to open fields."
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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