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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.


	The study aimed to assess the magnitude of genetic variability, heritability, and genetic advance for yield- and quality-related traits among thirty-two cowpea genotypes in cowpea. The study provides valuable insight into the genetic architecture of yield and quality traits genotypes to identify characters amenable to selection for genetic improvement in cowpea. High heritability accompanied with high genetic advance  in yield-related traits indicates that additive gene effects predominantly control these traits, making simple selection an effective breeding approach. The identification of traits such as hundred seed weight and seed calcium content as highly heritable offers specific targets for dual-purpose improvement — enhancing both yield and nutritional quality.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 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.


	The manuscript is scientifically sound, based on standard genetic principles, proper experimental design, and logical data interpretation. In the manuscript figure and table clarity is not mentioned properly. The manuscript mentions Figure 1 but does not provide an interpretable graphical representation within the text. Similarly, the genotype table is overly lengthy and could be presented in a more concise format. In the manuscript nutrient profiling of cowpea genotypes is lacking. Although Ca and K were measured, other key micronutrients such as Fe and Zn—important for nutritional bio-fortification were not mentioned in the manuscript.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct and methodologically robust contribution to cowpea genetics and breeding. It confirms substantial genetic variability among genotypes and pinpoints traits with strong selection potential. While the absence of molecular characterization and multi-environment data limits generalizability, the findings remain highly relevant for breeding programs aimed at developing high-yielding, nutritionally enriched cowpea cultivars.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and recent support the result.
	

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


	There are language and formatting issues in the manuscript. Minor typographical and grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., spacing, unit symbols, reference formatting) slightly affect readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	A well-executed and informative study, suitable for publication with minor revisions. Accept with minor revision. 
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