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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 to climate-resilient agriculture by addressing the urgent need for heat-tolerant finger millet varieties under rising global temperatures. Using the Temperature Induction Response (TIR) technique, the study provides a rapid, resource-efficient method for early screening of thermotolerant genotypes. Seven promising lines (PPR-1279, PPR-22-1296, PPR-1170, Tirumala, PPR-2773, PPR-1329, GPU-67) were identified from thirty evaluated, offering valuable genetic resources for breeding climate-resilient cultivars. The
standardized TIR protocol can be readily applied in finger millet improvement and adapted for other small millets, supporting sustainable food security in the face of climate change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and descriptive.
Minor suggestion: Consider slightly shortening to: "Screening Finger Millet (Eleusine coracana L. Gaertn.) Genotypes for Heat Tolerance Using Temperature Induction Response (TIR)"
	

	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.
	Suggested deletion/condensation:
The sentence "In contrast, genotypes like PPR-1096 and PPR-1211..." could be removed to focus on positive findings
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with several notable strengths:
Clear experimental design; Appropriate controls included; Logical temperature progression; Multiple parameters measured (survival, root growth, shoot growth)
A few areas, however, require attention to strengthen clarity and rigor:
1. Formula correction: In Section 2.3, the denominator for “Per cent reduction in shoot growth” is incorrectly stated as “Actual root growth of control seedlings.” This should be corrected to “Actual shoot growth of control seedlings.”
2. Statistical analysis details: The manuscript does not specify the experimental design (e.g., CRD/RCBD), number of replications, statistical tests used (ANOVA, mean separation), or measures of variability (standard errors/CD values). Including these details will improve transparency and reproducibility.
3. Inconsistency in results: PPR-1211 is described as tolerant (high survival) in the results but sensitive in the abstract. This discrepancy should be clarified for consistency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are insufficient and need updating.
Suggested additional references:
1. Recent finger millet research (2020-2024) on stress tolerance
2. Heat stress response mechanisms: Wahid et al. (2007), Bita & Gerats (2013)
3. Climate change and agriculture: IPCC reports, regional studies
4. Small millets nutrition and climate resilience: Recent reviews
5. Seedling-stage screening methods: Comparative studies
6. Heat shock proteins: Recent molecular studies
7. Thermotolerance acquisition mechanisms Recent citations to consider searching:
· Finger millet breeding for abiotic stress (2020-2024)
· TIR technique applications in cereals (2018-2024)
· Climate-resilient crop development (recent reviews)
	


Review Form 3


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally good but requires editing for scholarly communication: Recommendations:
· Professional English editing service
· Consistent use of past tense throughout Results
· Improve flow between paragraphs
· Standardize scientific nomenclature formatting (italics for species)
	

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript presents valuable data, but at present it leans more toward the style of a technical report than a research article. To strengthen its impact, the Discussion could move beyond summarizing results and instead provide deeper critical analysis—interpreting the findings, explaining underlying mechanisms, situating them within the broader body of knowledge, and highlighting actionable implications for breeding programs. This shift would enhance the scientific contribution and make the work more compelling to readers.
Revised Priority List:
1. ✓✓✓Expand discussion substantially.
2. ✓✓ Add comprehensive statistical analysis
3. ✓✓ Expand references to support expanded discussion (30-40 citations needed)
4. ✓ Correct formula error
5. ✓ Resolve PPR-1211 inconsistency
6. ✓ Professional English editing
7. ✓ Add separate Conclusions section
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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