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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 provides important data on the morphological characterization of 30 ash gourd (Benincasa hispida) genotypes, highlighting significant genetic variability in key agronomic traits. It identifies high-performing genotypes with potential for use in breeding programs aimed at yield and quality improvement. The study offers valuable information for crop enhancement, conservation, and sustainable cultivation of this underutilized species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of the article, is generally suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it could be improved slightly for clarity and scientific impact. My title suggestion is "Morphological Evaluation and Yield Performance of Ash Gourd (Benincasa hispida) Genotypes"

This version emphasizes both the morphological assessment and the performance aspect (yield), aligning more closely with the study's objectives and findings.


	

	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, while informative in parts, lacks a clear statement of the study’s objective and omits important methodological and interpretative details. It would benefit from including a concise description of the aim (e.g., evaluating morphological variability and yield potential of ash gourd genotypes), a brief mention of the number of genotypes and traits analyzed, and a summary of the key findings, particularly highlighting the top-performing genotypes. The current focus on the climatic description of Bengaluru is too detailed and should be reduced or removed, as it does not directly support the core message. Furthermore, the abstract should conclude with a sentence on the implications of the results for breeding programs or crop improvement. Including these elements would make the abstract more comprehensive and aligned with scientific standards.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, with a well-structured experimental design (randomized block design with two replications), appropriate statistical analysis, and a clear presentation of results across multiple morphological and yield-related traits. The use of 30 genotypes provides a good basis for evaluating variability.

However, there are a few areas that need attention:

1. Terminology and phrasing: The manuscript occasionally uses imprecise or inconsistent wording (e.g., "The experimental was carried out..." instead of "The experiment was carried out"). Scientific clarity could be improved with minor language revisions.

2. Keywords: The listed keywords ("Onion, genotypes, Characterised, Sterile") are unrelated or only partially relevant to the subject. They should be revised to accurately reflect the content (e.g., "Ash gourd, Benincasa hispida, genotypic variability, morphological traits, yield").

3. Scientific references: Most references are related to bitter gourd or bottle gourd rather than ash gourd. Adding more recent and specific references focused on Benincasa hispida would strengthen the scientific foundation.  

4. Statistical reporting: The presentation of statistical data is appropriate, but the manuscript could benefit from a clearer explanation of significance levels, especially in the results discussion.

In conclusion, while the scientific methodology is appropriate and the results are valid, improvements in clarity, terminology, and contextual referencing would enhance the overall quality and scientific rigor of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are limited in number and somewhat outdated, with many focusing on related cucurbit species such as bitter gourd or bottle gourd rather than specifically on ash gourd (Benincasa hispida). Only a few citations directly address ash gourd, which weakens the contextual support for the study. Additionally, most references are older than ten years, which reduces the scientific currency of the manuscript. For a more robust and credible foundation, the inclusion of more recent and directly relevant studies focused on ash gourd is recommended.
Suggestions for Additional References:

To strengthen the manuscript, the authors should consider including more recent and species-specific studies, such as:

· Agapie, O. L., Vînătoru, C., Barcanu, E., Tănase, B. E., Gherase, I., & Dobre, G. (2022). Survey on consumers preference in the new acclimatized specie in Romania: Benincasa hispida. Scientific Papers. Series B. Horticulture, 66(1).

· Swamy, K. R. M. (2022). Origin, distribution, taxonomy, genetic diversity and genetic improvement of ash gourd {Benincasa hispida (Thunb.) Cogn.}. Vegetable Science, 49(1), 1-14.

· Pradhan, K., Nandi, A., Das, S., Sarkar, S., Sahu, G. S., & Patnaik, A. (2018). Genetic Diversity Analysis of Ash Gourd [Benincasa hispida (Thunb.) Cogn.] Germplasm by Principal Components. International Journal of Current Microbiology and Applied Sciences, 7(3), 2187-2195.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is generally understandable, but it does not fully meet the standards of scholarly communication. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistent terminology that affect the clarity and professionalism of the manuscript. For example, phrases like “The experimental was carried out...” or “has highest average fruit weight” demonstrate issues with verb usage and agreement.

Additionally, transitions between sections are sometimes abrupt, and scientific terms are not always used precisely. The text would benefit significantly from thorough language editing by a native English speaker or professional editor with experience in academic writing.

Improving the English quality will enhance the manuscript’s readability, scientific impact, and overall credibility.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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