Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI_140124

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	STUDIES ON HETEROSIS, INBREEDING DEPRESSION AND ITS COMPONENT TRAITS FOR YIELD AND ITS ATTRBUTING TRAITS IN TOMATO (Solanum lycopersicum L.)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 provides comprehensive insights into the genetic behavior of important yield-contributing traits in tomato through the evaluation of heterosis, inbreeding depression, and gene interaction components. It contributes to the identification of superior hybrid combinations, particularly ATL 17-06 × GAT 5, which displayed notable heterotic responses for key traits. Such studies are of significant relevance to the scientific community engaged in crop improvement, especially in enhancing hybrid breeding strategies for solanaceous crops. Furthermore, the detailed analysis of digenic and trigenic interactions enriches our understanding of gene action in hybrid performance and could guide future research in molecular breeding and seed production technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Comparative Analysis will be more better than STUDIES ON in the title
	

	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 adequately outlines the purpose, key findings, and genetic implications of the study. However, the language could be made more concise. It is recommended to:

· Clearly state the study's objectives in one sentence at the beginning.

· Remove excessive detail about specific crosses unless they are central to the conclusion.

· Add one sentence summarizing the significance of the results for hybrid breeding.

Suggested Revision Excerpt:
“This study evaluated heterosis, heterobeltiosis, and inbreeding depression for yield and quality traits in tomato across four crosses. Significant positive heterosis was found in ATL 17-06 × GAT 5 for fruit yield, fruit weight, and lycopene content. DVRT 2 × IIHR 335 showed potential for early flowering. These results provide genetic insights for selecting superior hybrids in tomato improvement programs.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is largely scientifically correct. It presents a well-structured and methodologically sound study on heterosis, heterobeltiosis, and inbreeding depression in tomato. The genetic concepts are accurately defined, and standard formulas and methodologies (e.g., Turner, 1953; Fonseca & Patterson, 1968; Jinks & Jones, 1958) are correctly applied for estimating heterotic effects and gene interactions.

The use of multiple families and generation means analysis (including F1, F2, backcrosses, and selfs) adds robustness to the genetic interpretation. The results are consistently linked to previous studies, which helps validate the findings.

However, to improve scientific clarity and reproducibility, the following points should be addressed:

· Experimental Design Details: The manuscript does not explicitly state the experimental design (e.g., randomized block design, number of replications), which is critical for interpreting the significance of the results.

· Statistical Analysis Tools: While formulas are provided, the manuscript does not mention if any software or statistical packages (e.g., SAS, R, OPSTAT) were used to compute ANOVA, SE, or LSD values.

· Trait Definitions: It would be helpful to define all the agronomic traits evaluated at the beginning of the results section for clarity, especially for non-specialist readers.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overuse of Limited Authors: Kumar et al., Prajapati et al may be repeated many a times can be ristricted

Trait-Specific References: For traits like lycopene, β-carotene, and shelf life, specialized references on biochemical and post-harvest qualities could be added.

Add recent references.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a fair understanding of scientific writing; however, the overall English language quality is below the standard expected for scholarly communication. The ideas are generally conveyed, but the clarity, grammar, syntax, and consistency require considerable improvement
some of the sentences like Phrases like “heterosis uttered in %” can be modified accordingly
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study gives useful information about tomato hybrids and their performance. The research helps identify good crosses that can be used to improve tomato yield and quality. 
The methods used are standard, but more details should be added about the experimental design and the statistical tools. This will help others repeat the study if needed. The conclusion is good but can be improved by adding how the results will help tomato breeders or seed producers. Simple and clear language will make the paper easier to read. In summary, this is a valuable study, but it needs some improvements in language, presentation, and structure before it can be published.

Language quality and sentence structure need major editing for clarity and scholarly. With improvements in language, formatting, and data presentation, this manuscript has the potential to be suitable for publication.
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