Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Archives of Current Research International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ACRI_152639

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Unraveling Yield Performance and Nutritional Trait Architecture in Quinoa (Chenopodium quinoa Willd.) Using Integrated Variability, Correlation and Path Analysis

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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 an important topic in quinoa breeding by combining genetic variability, correlation, and path coefficient analyses with nutritional trait evaluation. The study generates useful baseline information for identifying selection criteria aimed at improving yield and grain quality. However, the scientific impact would be strengthened if the discussion moved beyond descriptive comparisons and provided deeper biological and physiological explanations for the observed relationships among traits. A more mechanistic interpretation would increase the manuscript’s value for plant breeders and crop scientists.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the main objectives and analytical approaches used in the study. Nevertheless, it may be slightly broad given the largely statistical nature of the work. The authors could consider refining the title to better emphasize the genetic and selection-oriented focus 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.


	Overall the astract is good
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of experimental design, data collection, and statistical analyses. The methods used are standard and appropriate for quantitative genetic studies. However, the interpretation of results, particularly in the Discussion section, remains too general and largely reiterates statistical outcomes without sufficiently explaining the underlying biological, physiological, or developmental mechanisms driving these relationships.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the reference list is extensive, a large proportion of the cited literature is relatively old and, in several cases, only marginally relevant to the specific findings of the study. To improve scientific relevance, the authors are strongly encouraged to prioritize references from the last 10 years
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for academic communication. Nonetheless, minor grammatical errors, typographical inconsistencies, and repetitive sentence structures are present throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript presents valid data but requires revision before it can make a stronger scientific contribution
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