
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Global Agriculture and Ecology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOGAE_15932

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Effect of Short Pruning Systems on Grapevine Growth (Kahramanmaraş)

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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 deals with an important aspect of vineyard management in particular, about the influence of short pruning practices on the growth and reproductive performance of different grapevine cultivars. The evaluation of seven cultivars over four consecutive years provides useful information regarding their responses to pruning under the ecological conditions of Kahramanmaraş. The findings may contribute to the selection of suitable pruning practices for improving shoot development and cluster production in grapevines. However, certain methodological inconsistencies and discrepancies in the interpretation of results need to be addressed to improve the scientific quality and practical relevance 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
	4
	

	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
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	        3
	

	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
	        2
	

	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
	       3
	

	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
	       2
	




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.

	The title is relevant to the subject of the study. However, it may be revised to indicate the pruning treatments and the cultivars evaluated more precisely. The present title is rather general and does not adequately reflect the comparative nature of the investigation.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract covers the objectives, experimental treatments and major findings of the study. However, the results are presented in a general manner without sufficient quantitative support. The authors may include the important numerical findings along with their statistical significance. The concluding statement should also be made more specific to the results obtained rather than providing a broad recommendation on pruning practices.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	       The study is relevant and the experimental observations are useful. However, the following points need to be clarified before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
1. In the Materials and Methods section, the authors have mentioned one-, two- and three-bud pruning treatments, whereas the results are presented only for two- and three-bud pruning. This discrepancy needs clarification.
2. The experimental design requires further explanation, particularly regarding the number of vines maintained under each treatment, the replication structure and the experimental unit considered for statistical analysis.
3. The authors have examined the effects of cultivar, pruning treatment and year separately. Since these factors may interact, the inclusion of cultivar × pruning treatment and year × pruning treatment interactions would provide a better understanding of the treatment responses. The repeated observation of vines over four years should also be considered in selecting the statistical model.
4. In Table 1, pruning treatments showed significant differences in shoot number and cluster number, whereas shoot length and shoot diameter were nonsignificant. However, the discussion mentions improvements in shoot diameter and shoot length under three-bud pruning for certain cultivars. These statements require supporting statistical evidence.
5. Some of the numerical values presented in the Results and Discussion section do not correspond with those reported in Table 1. The authors are advised to verify the values and ensure consistency throughout the manuscript.
6. The manuscript frequently refers to improvement in yield, although the results mainly deal with cluster number. Since cluster number alone cannot adequately represent grape yield, the authors should provide yield data or modify the interpretation accordingly.
7. The PCA results are described in considerable detail. However, the interpretation of the principal components, variable contributions and cultivar responses needs greater clarity. The authors should also indicate whether the variables were standardized before performing PCA.
8. The conclusion contains several statements regarding cultivar-specific responses to pruning that are not clearly established by the results presented. The conclusions should be restricted to the findings supported by the statistical analysis.

	

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

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

	The references are generally relevant to the subject and cover important aspects of pruning practices and grapevine growth. However, the authors may include more recent studies dealing with pruning severity, bud retention and cultivar-specific responses. Certain references cited in the discussion are only indirectly related to the findings and may be replaced with more appropriate research articles. The reference list also requires uniformity in formatting according to the journal guidelines.
	

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

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

	No specific ethical issues were identified in the manuscript. The study involves conventional field experimentation on grapevine cultivars and does not appear to require special ethical approval. The declaration regarding the use of AI-assisted tools has also been provided.
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