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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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community and it provides valuable insights into
· the genetic potential of pearl millet hybrids through the assessment of heterosis

· crop improvement

· By identifying superior hybrids

· enhanced yield and desirable traits

· the development of high-yielding and resilient pearl millet varieties

· food security

· foundation for future breeding programs
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable
Suggested title – “Assessment of Heterosis and Combining Ability in CMS-Based Hybrid Pearl Millet”
	

	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 of the article is fairly comprehensive by covers objective, methodology, results
However, the abstract could be improved by adding the following points

· Briefly mentioning the percentage of heterosis would give readers a better idea of the study's findings

· Add brief quantitative results and implications

· Possibly rephrase to include specific traits studied for clarity e.g., grain yield,  test weight

Revise the abstract to:

· Include specific statistical values in range of heterosis %.

· Mention identified superior hybrids and use in breeding.

· Add a concluding line like “molecular or genomic integration as future direction.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct 
· It employs established breeding methods

· appropriate statistical analyses

· The references cited are relevant and support the study'


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current references are sufficient and include recent studies, 

· but updating with the recent research will provide a more comprehensive scientific foundation.
· Suggested to add some recent studies

Kumar, S., and A. Singh. (2020). "Recent Advances in Pearl Millet Breeding: A Review." Journal of Crop Improvement 34(3): 345-372.

Mahajan, N., et al. (2021). "Molecular marker-Assisted Selection for Heterosis in Pearl Millet." Crop Science 61(4): 2156-2168

Reddy, V. R., et al. (2022). "Genomic approaches for heterosis analysis in pearl millet." Plant Genome 15(2): e20215


	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Author frequently used 

- Pearl millet (Pennisetum glaucum (L.) R. Br.) 

- Ketanbhai Patel Farm Village Ishanpur Mota, Ta & Dist. Gandhinagar, Gujarat
 it should be avoided
Author frequently used same reference for discussion - Patel et al. (2019) and Suryawanshi et al. (2021)
Wandhekar et al. (2025) and Patil et al. (2021)
Patil et al. (2021) and Sharma et al. (2023).
it should be avoided.

Author did not mention the “Table” in any part of results and discussion 

Author use very old reference 1766, 1957, 1961, 1967, 1972, 1975, 1985, 1999, 

Suggested to use Molecular Marker Integration – like SSR, SNP. Genomic Prediction or In Silico Analysis
Note

· The manuscript lacks graphical representation

· Author should critically compare the hybrids

· The manuscript meets incorporating modern genomic or molecular tools

· Yield stability analysis using multi-location trials

· Highlight climate resilience, biofortification, and yield sustainability relevance in discussion 

· Update References (2023–2025)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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