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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript investigates genetic variability, trait associations, and causal relationships influencing grain yield in pearl millet using correlation and path coefficient analyses. The study addresses an important breeding objective and is supported by an appropriate experimental design and statistical framework. However, revisions are required to improve clarity, consistency, and depth of interpretation before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, relevant, and appropriately reflects the scope of the study.

You can use “Deciphering genetic variability and trait pathways influencing grain yield in pearl millet”
	

	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 comprehensive but overly long and method-heavy. It should be revised to be more concise, with greater emphasis on the major findings and breeding implications rather than detailed statistical procedures.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript requires moderate revision before it can be considered for publication. Addressing the above comments will significantly improve clarity, consistency, and the overall scientific quality of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add some more references to support the manuscript 
	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas for

improvement. Some sentences could be simplified for clarity and flow. Grammar issues and subject-verb agreement, should be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript reports evaluation of 37 germplasm lines in the Abstract and Materials and Methods, whereas the Results/Conclusion section refers to 35 genotypes. This inconsistency should be corrected throughout the manuscript. The manuscript evaluates a large number of morphological and biomass traits at different growth stages (30 and 60 DAS). However, the biological and breeding rationale for selecting these specific traits and time points is not clearly explained. A brief justification would strengthen the study.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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