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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 provides valuable insights into the genetic architecture of grain yield and its component traits in pearl millet, a crucial climate-resilient crop. By identifying parents with good general combining ability (GCA) and specific hybrid combinations with high specific combining ability (SCA), the study offers practical tools for plant breeders to design efficient hybridization programs. The finding that non-additive gene action predominates for most traits underscores the importance of hybrid breeding and heterosis exploitation for genetic improvement in pearl millet. The results are directly applicable for developing high-yielding hybrids with desirable agronomic characteristics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, accurate, and comprehensive. It clearly reflects the content of the manuscript.


	

	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 generally comprehensive but can be slightly improved for clarity and impact.

Suggestion for Addition: The first sentence could briefly state the objective or context, e.g., "To facilitate the development of high-yielding pearl millet hybrids, this study aimed to...".

Suggestion for Improvement: The sentence "Among the parents, none of the parents was identified as good general combiner for all the characters under study" is redundant, as it is self-evident. It can be deleted to make the summary more concise. The subsequent sentences already effectively highlight the best combiners.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (Line x Tester mating in RBD) is appropriate for the objectives. The statistical analyses (ANOVA, GCA/SCA effects) follow established methodologies. The results are presented clearly with supporting tables, and the discussion logically interprets the findings in the context of breeding applications. The conclusion that non-additive gene action is predominant is well-supported by the σ²gca/σ²sca ratios presented in Table 2.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely classic and foundational. To improve the timeliness of the literature review, consider citing more recent pearl millet combining ability studies from the last 2-3 years.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication and the meaning is clear. However, there are numerous minor grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and inconsistent phrasing that require careful proofreading.

Examples:

"summer2024" (missing space).

"were evaluated in randomized block design" (should be "a randomized block design").

"The line × tester interaction was significant for all the characters. This indicates..." (These two sentences can be combined for fluency).

"forteen parents" (should be "fourteen").

"The present results are in close agreement with Rasitha et. al. (2023)." (Avoid standalone sentences; integrate the comparison into the discussion).
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