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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.
	The manuscript addresses a topic of practical relevance to viticulture by examining the response of seven cultivars to short pruning under the conditions of Kahramanmaraş, based on observations collected over four years. The study may provide useful information for determining the number of buds to retain at pruning across cultivars and may serve as a starting point for developing vineyard-management recommendations.
The description of the site, vine age, training system, and irrigation provides useful context for understanding the experimental framework.
Shoot number, shoot length and diameter, and cluster number are relevant indicators for the topic investigated. Table 1 facilitates comparison by reporting the means, standard errors, and Tukey test results. The principal component analysis (PCA) figures provide an exploratory view of the relationships among treatments, cultivars, years, and the variables analyzed.
The Discussion acknowledges that pruning responses may differ among cultivars and highlights the importance of considering genotype and environment together. The authors also note the need for further research, an appropriate perspective for a study conducted at a single site. The declaration on the use of artificial intelligence contributes to transparency by specifying the role assigned to these tools and the authors’ responsibility for the final version of the manuscript.
	




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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
Language
Careful language editing is needed; examples of non-idiomatic wording or errors include “shoot length was the predominant longer,” and “A study incluated.”
	




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.

	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
The discrepancy between one-, two-, and three-bud treatments, differences between the values in the narrative and Table 1, and conclusions about yield and cultivar-specific effects that are not supported by the presented results need to be resolved before a final assessment
1.Clarification of the pruning treatments and experimental framework
The Abstract describes two pruning treatments: one retaining two buds and the other retaining three buds. The Introduction and Materials and Methods, however, refer to pruning to one, two, and three buds, whereas the statistical analysis and Table 1 include two levels, and the figure compares only two- and three-bud spurs. The pruning treatments actually applied and analyzed should be specified clearly and consistently. If the one-bud treatment was included, its results should be reported; if it was not analyzed, the Introduction and Materials and Methods should be revised accordingly. The number of vines for each cultivar × treatment combination, the experimental unit, and how the three replications and three rows were used for sampling should also be specified.

2. Alignment of the objectives and conclusions with the reported data
The objectives presented in the Introduction include the evaluation of yield, berry quality, and vine health. The Materials and Methods section also states that yield was evaluated, but the Results and Table 1 present only shoot number, shoot length and diameter, and cluster number. Harvest weight, berry-quality indicators, and measurements of plant health are not reported. Claims about “optimal yield” or improvements in quality and health therefore cannot be evaluated on the basis of the material presented. The manuscript should either be supplemented with the methods, data, and statistical analyses for these variables, or the objective, Abstract, Discussion, and Conclusions should be narrowed to the outcomes actually reported.

3. Support for claims about cultivar responses
The Results indicate that the pruning treatment did not significantly affect shoot length or diameter. However, the Discussion and Conclusions describe an increase in shoot diameter for Sergi Karası and “optimal” shoot length and diameter for Horoz Karası and Hatun Parmağı under the three-bud treatment. No results of a cultivar × treatment interaction analysis are presented to support these statements. The claim of “optimal yield” is also not supported by yield values. Each cultivar-specific conclusion should be linked to the relevant analysis and numerical results. In the absence of direct statistical support, these statements should be recast as exploratory observations or removed.

4.Reconcile the values in the narrative and Table 1
Numerical differences appear between the Results and Discussion and the table. For example, the three-bud treatment is reported as having 38.7 clusters in the text and 35.90 in the table; the p-value for cluster number is 4.62 × 10⁻⁶ in the text and 0.000117 in the table. For 2014–2017, shoot number is given in the text as 31.3, 32.4, 35.4, and 34.8, compared with 30.35, 32.46, 36.80, and 36.35 in the table. The p-value for the year effect on shoot number is 0.04223 in the text and 0.00195 in the table. Please check all means, standard errors, and p-values against the dataset and analysis output, then align the abstract, narrative, table, and conclusions.


The discrepancy between one-, two-, and three-bud treatments, differences between the values in the narrative and Table 1, and conclusions about yield and cultivar-specific effects that are not supported by the presented results need to be resolved before a final assessment. 


	


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

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

	yes
	

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

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

	no
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