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	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.


	This manuscript presents a broad and comprehensive evaluation of 32 chilli genotypes and 14 reference cultivars using morphological, phenological and fruit related traits under DUS framework. This study contributes significantly to the identification and conservation of new genotypes having desired agronomic and quality traits. Such studies may be highly significant for breeding strategies adapted to various agro-ecological conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a good overview of the experimental framework and key findings. However, it lacks specific quantitative data, which would strengthen its scientific clarity and impact. Including 1–2 data points on high-performing genotypes or significant trait contributions would improve the precision and utility of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and methodologically robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references cited are relevant and reasonably recent. However, references should be added in a few places.
	

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


	The manuscript's language is generally understandable, but several sections contain grammatical inconsistencies.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract

· The first sentence lacks a main verb and reads as an incomplete structure; it should be revised for grammatical completeness.

· Quantitative data are largely absent in the abstract. Including key numerical indicators—such as trait ranges, yield performance, or correlation strength—would significantly improve the informativeness and impact of the abstract.

Introduction

· The scope of DUS testing is presented narrowly as a tool for variety registration. It should also highlight its potential relevance in molecular diversity assessments and integration with breeding programs.

· The introduction would benefit from a clearly stated research objective (e.g., “This study aims to…”), placed at the end of the section to help frame the methodological choices and findings.

· The sentence: “Additionally, it plays a significant role in the pharmaceutical industry in the extraction of bioactive compounds known as capsaicinoids” requires an appropriate literature citation.

· The term “lakh” is not internationally recognized and should be replaced by globally accepted numerical units such as thousand or million.

· The sentence: “To achieve higher productivity with minimal resources, the development of superior varieties…” should be supported by the following citation: Coskun, O.F., & Toprak, S. (2023). Determination of the effect of cucumber grafting on some morphological and physiological characteristics in hydroponic conditions. International Journal of Agriculture Environment and Food Sciences, 7(1), 163–170. https://doi.org/10.31015/jaefs.2023.1.20

· Additionally, the sentence highlighting the growing global demand for bell pepper and paprika should also be supported with an appropriate reference.

Materials and Methods

· The manuscript lacks any mention of the climatic and edaphic (soil) conditions at the experimental site, which are essential to contextualize the results.

· The threshold of statistical significance (e.g., p < 0.05) is not mentioned and should be clearly stated.

· The classification of genotypes as “Hybrid,” “Typical,” and “Reference” is presented without definitions or selection criteria; this categorization should be scientifically justified.

Results and Discussion

· The software or R package used for path coefficient analysis (e.g., lavaan, sem, etc.) has not been specified and must be included.

· The discussion could be significantly improved by comparing the adopted experimental design (RBD + DUS + path analysis) with methodologies used in similar studies. This would strengthen the novelty and contextual relevance of the findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues have been identified in this manuscript.
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