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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 research holds a great importance in the scientific importance as variability analysis is one of the important objectives in any crop improvement programme. It helps in selection of parents as well as it also deciphers the characters which have greater impact on yield. 
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Assessment of Genetic Variability and Character Association and Path-Coefficient Analysis in Wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) Under Timely Sown Irrigated Condition
	

	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 the abstract is comprehensive. In 3.1
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. Still, some mistakes in the manuscript needed correction. In 3.1 there is a mention of cluster analysis which should be removed as it’s not there in the present research paper. In reference sections also the references are not according to APA style. Reference viz. Chauhan et al. (2022) and Desheva G. (2006) should be written properly along with journal name, volume and page numbers.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References were sufficient but its better if author includes some more recent references.
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Dr. Azadchandra S. Damor

	Department of Reviewer
	Department of Genetics & Plant Breeding

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Anand Agricultural University

	Country of Reviewer
	India

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Assistant Professor and Head

	Email ID of Reviewer
	azad.damor@gmail.in
azad.damor@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	7.5 years teaching experience in field of Plant Breeding & Genetics, Plant Breeder, Seed Production and quality assessment, Molecular Analysis of Plant Samples, Hybrid Seed Production. 


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

