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	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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing insights into the morphological diversity of local millet varieties and the distribution of Striga hermonthica ecotypes across different regions in Niger.
By combining field-based prospection with statistical analysis, it offers valuable data for breeding programs focused on developing resistant or tolerant millet cultivars.

The study also highlights the urgent phytosanitary challenges posed by Striga infestations and underscores the need for integrated pest management strategies adapted to local conditions.
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	The title of the article 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.


	Although the abstract is comprehensive, there are modifications that needs to be done.
1. A clear objective and methodology need to be stated before the results been discussed

2. Mention the number of varieties of millet and ecotypes of Striga hermonthica collected for clarity.

3. Rather than stating that “PCA revealed that Striga tolerance did not affect seed size/weight,” you could clarify what PCA dimensions showed, or what tolerance meant in this context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct but needs to be modified in these areas;

1. While PCA is correctly applied, the interpretation of Dim 1 and Dim 2 should be explained more technically.

2. The Chi-squared test on infestation rate across regions were mentioned, but the result could be better explained.

3. The study did not mention of how replicable the measurement was or whether error bars/confidence intervals were calculated for observed traits like seed sizes, infestation percentages.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient but, if possible, more recent references should be added. 
	

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


	Yes, the language quality is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	Infestation rates of visited fields by region, the medium level is not explained. The four levels of infestation should be properly defined and categorized for clarity. More references should be added.  
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