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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 contributes meaningfully to the field of forage crop breeding, specifically targeting Cenchrus setigerus, a vital grass species for arid and semi-arid regions. Its integration of correlation and path coefficient analyses provides valuable insight into trait interrelationships that can guide indirect selection for higher forage yields. Given the pressing need for sustainable livestock feed production in dryland agriculture, the study’s findings can enhance breeding strategies aimed at improving yield and nutritional quality. The research thus fills a relevant gap by identifying key yield-contributing traits that can be exploited for genetic improvement programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable and clearly reflects the core objective and methodology of the study.
However, for better clarity and academic precision, you might consider slightly rephrasing it to:
“Correlation and Path Analysis for Green Forage Yield Improvement in Cenchrus setigerus”
This shorter version maintains focus while improving readability.
Alternatively:
“Integration of Correlation and Path Analysis to Identify Yield-Contributing Traits in Cenchrus setigerus”
which highlights the analytical integration more explicitly.

	

	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 adequately summarizes the study’s objectives, methodology, and main findings. However, it can be refined for clarity, conciseness, and scientific tone. Suggestions:
· Replace “Study were analyzed” with “The study analyzed...”
· Add a clear statement of objective in the opening sentence (e.g., “This study aimed to identify key morphological and biochemical traits influencing green forage yield in Cenchrus setigerus.”)
· Present numerical results more clearly (e.g., include specific correlation and path coefficients of the most important traits).
· Avoid repetitive or vague phrasing such as “indicating a real and perfect relationship.”
· The sentence on the residual effect is good but can be placed after summarizing key traits for better logical flow.
Suggested revision (example):
This study aimed to identify yield-contributing traits in 27 genotypes of Cenchrus setigerus using correlation and path coefficient analyses. The results revealed that green forage yield had significant positive correlations with dry matter yield, crude protein yield, leaf breadth, plant height, leaf length, and number of leaves per plant at both phenotypic and genotypic levels. Path analysis showed that dry matter yield, leaf breadth, and crude protein yield exerted strong direct effects on green forage yield, accounting for approximately 74% of total variability (residual effect 0.261). These findings highlight the potential of these traits as selection criteria in breeding programs for forage yield improvement.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows appropriate experimental and statistical methodologies (ANOVA, correlation, path analysis). The design (RBD with two replications) and trait measurements are well explained. However, a few scientific improvements are suggested:
· Include data validation or error measures (e.g., standard errors or confidence intervals) for greater robustness.
· Clarify the basis of selection of the 27 genotypes — whether they were elite lines, landraces, or breeding populations.
· Some statements (e.g., “real and perfect relationship”) should be replaced with statistically precise wording like “highly significant positive association.”
· Figures and tables are well presented, but a more detailed discussion comparing results with prior studies could strengthen the analysis.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and mostly recent, covering classic and modern works in forage breeding and statistical genetics. However:
· Most references are pre-2020; consider adding a few recent studies (2020–2024) on Cenchrus or similar forage species, particularly regarding correlation and path analysis or genomic selection.
Suggested additions could include:
· New studies on Cenchrus ciliaris or Panicum maximum variability and selection indices.
· Recent FAO or ICAR publications on forage yield improvement and climate resilience.

	

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

	The English is generally understandable but requires minor grammatical and stylistic corrections for fluency and scientific precision.
Specific issues:
· Replace plural errors like “Study were analyzed” → “The study was analyzed.”
· Avoid redundancy and overly long sentences in the Introduction and Discussion.
Maintain consistent scientific tense (preferably past tense for methods/results, present tense for general statements).
Overall, the manuscript is readable but would benefit from light professional language editing before submission.
	

	Optional/General comments

	· The paper demonstrates good experimental design, clear objectives, and statistically justified results.
· Including a graphical abstract or path diagram (already partially shown) would visually strengthen the findings.
· The conclusion is relevant but could be improved by explicitly recommending specific traits for selection and suggesting future research directions (e.g., validation in multi-location trials or integration with molecular markers).
· Ensure all tables and figures follow journal formatting standards, with proper legends and units.

	




	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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