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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 is important to the scientific community because it identifies and evaluates a high-yielding, early-maturing sugarcane clone (CoC 08336) with superior cane yield, sucrose percentage, and CCS yield compared to existing national checks. It provides multi-location, multi-year evidence showing the clone’s consistent performance and genetic superiority, which is essential for varietal improvement programs. The study also highlights its moderate resistance to red rot, a major disease constraint, making it valuable for sustainable sugarcane production. Overall, the findings support the potential release of CoC 08336 as a new variety, contributing to productivity enhancement in the East Coast Zone of India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable, as it clearly reflects the focus of the study: evaluating the performance of the sugarcane clone CoC 08336 in the East Coast Zone of India. 

here is a clearer option:

“Performance Evaluation of Early-Maturing Sugarcane Clone CoC 08336 Under East Coast Zone Conditions of India”
	

	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, as it summarizes the objectives, trials conducted, key results on cane yield, sucrose percentage, CCS yield, and red rot resistance. However, a few improvements could make it clearer and more informative.

Suggestions for improvement (additions or deletions):

* Add a brief statement about the experimental design (e.g., multi-location, multi-year trials) to give clearer context.

* Clarify the percentage increases by specifying which check variety each comparison refers to.

* Remove repeated phrases such as “over the over the check variety,” which appears to be a typo.

* Add one concluding sentence that highlights the broader significance of this clone for sugarcane production or breeding programs.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows a standard experimental framework, uses multi-location and multi-year varietal trials, and evaluates essential traits such as cane yield, sucrose percentage, CCS yield, and red rot resistance. The methods, including statistical analysis and disease screening procedures, follow established protocols, and the results are consistent with the data presented in the tables. Overall, the study is methodologically sound and the conclusions are supported by the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent citations from 2021–2024, which strengthens the manuscript.
	

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


	The English quality of the article is understandable but **not fully suitable** for scholarly communication in its current form. Several issues need improvement:

* There are grammatical errors and inconsistent sentence structures.

* Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, reducing clarity.

* Minor typos appear in the abstract and results sections.

* Transitions between ideas can be improved for better academic flow.

With careful editing and proofreading, the manuscript can reach the required scholarly standard.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well-structured and provides valuable multi-location data supporting the potential release of CoC 08336 as a new sugarcane variety.

Tables are clear and informative, but adding brief captions explaining key findings would improve readability.

The manuscript would benefit from moderate language editing to correct grammar and enhance clarity.

Including a short discussion on the economic or practical implications for farmers and sugar mills would strengthen the relevance of the study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
The study involves field evaluation of sugarcane varieties, follows standard agricultural research procedures, and does not include human or animal subjects. The methods used (field trials, biochemical measurements, and disease screening) are routine and ethically acceptable within plant breeding research.
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