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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.


	his manuscript provides crucial insights for pigeonpea breeding, a crop vital for food security and soil health in tropical regions. The study is particularly valuable as it focuses on short-duration genotypes adapted to the unique, humid tropical conditions of Kerala, an area where pigeonpea is important in the diet but not widely cultivated. By employing both correlation and path analysis, the research successfully disentangles the complex interrelationships between yield and its component traits, identifying the most effective direct and indirect selection criteria. The findings offer a practical roadmap for breeders to efficiently develop high-yielding, short-duration pigeonpea varieties for this and similar agro-ecologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and comprehensive. It accurately reflects the core objectives (correlation and path analysis), the subject (short-duration pigeonpea), the traits studied (quantitative and quality), and the specific location (Kerala agroclimatic conditions). No alternative title is suggested.
	

	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 is well-written and summarizes the key findings. To enhance it, I suggest explicitly mentioning the number of genotypes (thirty) and the experimental design (RCBD) to immediately establish the study's scale and rigor. Additionally, the concluding sentence could be slightly strengthened by more directly stating the practical application, e.g., "...providing a clear selection strategy for breeders aiming to improve yield in short-duration pigeonpea."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (RCBD with replications) and the statistical methodologies (correlation and path coefficient analysis) are standard and correctly applied for this type of genetic study. The results are presented with detailed matrices, and the discussion logically interprets the findings. However, a significant issue was found in the genotypic correlation matrix (Table 1), where the correlation between DFI and DFF is reported as 1.013, which is statistically impossible (a correlation coefficient cannot exceed ±1.0). This error needs to be corrected, as it may affect the path analysis which uses this matrix.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of foundational and recent works.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. There are, however, a few minor grammatical errors and typographical mistakes (e.g., "findigs" instead of "findings" in section 3.1). The manuscript would benefit from a thorough proofread to correct these minor issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a solid and valuable piece of research. The main strength lies in the comprehensive analysis of both agronomic and quality traits, which is not always done.
Major Concern:

Data Error: The correlation of 1.013 between DFI and DFF in Table 1 is a critical error that must be rectified. All analyses stemming from this matrix, including the path analysis, should be re-checked and recalculated if necessary after the correction.

Minor Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Clarity in Path Analysis: The results section for path analysis (3.2) is dense. The discussion of indirect effects for specific traits (e.g., days to 50% flowering, biological yield) could be integrated more smoothly or summarized in a table for clarity.

2. Justification for Traits: The introduction could briefly justify why the specific quality traits (phenol, tannin, methionine) were chosen for study in the context of pigeonpea breeding objectives.
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