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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 is valuable to the scientific community as it identifies two high-yielding, pest-tolerant, and consumer-preferred spine gourd genotypes through multi-location and on-farm trials. By combining yield performance, nutritional profiling, and adaptability across diverse agro-climatic zones, it offers a strong basis for varietal improvement and commercial adoption. The findings also support future molecular studies, germplasm conservation, and large-scale seed production for sustainable agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Promising lines" and "component characters" may be unclear to non-specialists or first time readers.
Suggestion: Evaluation of Spine Gourd Varieties for Yield Performance and Contributing Traits
	

	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.


	· Abstract is too long (422 words). 

· Needs reduction to max. 250 words.
· Many abbreviations used which makes it difficult to understand for the first time users.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodology: Scientifically valid and well-structured for research.  However, for completeness and transparency, the author should:

· Add details on statistical analysis and reference protocols (software like SAS, R, SPSS; statistical tests like ANOVA, LSD, CV%)

· Specify assessment methods for qualitative traits

· Include environmental data (soil type, rainfall, temperature, humidity)
· Trials were conducted from 2016–17 to 2018–19 – good multi-seasonal replication. Clarify whether data from multiple years were pooled, or if there was year-wise analysis.

Results: Needs major revision

· How did the author conclude any particular variety is best without conducting statistical tests. 
· The author did not mention whether the values are the average or maximum value or minimum. Standard deviation or error missing.

· Is the data statistically different or not. 
· Higher growth parameters don’t guarantee best variety unless statistically proven. Graphs should be added for easy comprehension.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author should search for latest references (Maximum 5 years old, only methodology references can be old)
	

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


	Many spelling mistakes: apetizer diocious Maharastra, Satishgarh
Language should be improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major revision required in Results section. 
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