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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 addresses heterosis analysis in bread wheat using a Line × Tester mating design, which remains a cornerstone of improvement programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clearly communicates the scope of the study.
	

	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.


	It is long, descriptive, and lacks clear structure. Statistical results are presented in  narrative format without quantification of main findings. Recommended Modifications are: Include specific, quantitative outcomes such as ranges of heterosis and top-performing crosses. Authors can remove historical details; Ensure sentences avoid repetition; Add 1–2 lines on implications ; Clarify inconsistency: The abstract mentions “35 F1 hybrids,” later “30 F1 hybrids” - this needs correction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Experimental design,  Statistical methods and analysis are scientifically appropriate.

But, abstract states 35 F1 hybrids, methods state 30 crosses. This must be corrected. The Results section is descriptive but does not include significance (p-values), magnitude of variation, or standard errors for ANOVA. Some heterosis ranges in the discussion do not fully match values from Table 1. Requires cross-checking. The conclusion repeats the abstract, instead of synthesizing key findings and their breeding implications. Insufficient integration of quantitative results. The study would benefit from: Correlation among traits;ANOVA table values;PCA or cluster analysis (optional but strengthens the paper).  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some citations are outdated. FAO or ICAR etc recent data on global yield trends could strengthen context. Some references are missing like, Modern heterosis understanding (e.g., genomics, molecular basis) and recent Line × Tester wheat studies (2022–2024).
	

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


	Long sentences reduce clarity. Redundancies and narrative-style descriptions in scientific sections. Incorrect or inconsistent use of technical terminology (“heterosis in both positive and negative directions” repeated). Grammar and punctuation errors throughout. Table formatting needs uniformity. Author can, conduct a thorough language edit; Improve scientific precision by replacing descriptive adjectives with quantitative statements, reducing repetition, and improving coherence transitions between sections.
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