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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 expression of heterosis for yield and key yield-related traits in bread wheat. By identifying superior hybrid combinations and parental lines, the study contributes directly to the development of high-yielding wheat varieties suitable for diverse agro-ecological conditions. The findings also add to the current understanding of the genetic basis of heterosis in wheat, offering practical guidance for breeders aiming to optimize hybrid breeding strategies. Overall, the work advances both theoretical knowledge and applied breeding efforts, making it a meaningful contribution to the scientific and agricultural communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title  is suitable ans scientifically appropriate
	

	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 clear and covers all major points, but it can be improved. It should start with one sentence about the importance of wheat and why studying heterosis for yield is useful, especially with changing climate and stagnant yields. Adding some numerical values (like the percentage of heterosis) will make the results stronger. There is also a small mismatch—35 F₁ hybrids were made, but only 30 were evaluated—this needs to be explained. Finally, the parts about positive and negative heterosis can be combined to make the abstract flow better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It is well written, and the experiments are carefully planned and properly executed. The approach used to study heterosis is appropriate and acceptable. However, for better clarity and flow, the Results section could be divided into sub-sections. Additionally, including abbreviations for all the traits listed in the tables would improve scientific clarity and readability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes the references are sufficient and recent. But few references need editing. 
1. Fonseca and Patterson (1968) - Check Spelling of the authors; 
2. IIWBR Vision 2050- mention the exact year of publication.

You could include one or two up-to-date (2024–2025) references to strengthen the context, and also verify that all references follow the journal’s required format.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is well written and the language is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Nil
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