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	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 makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by elucidating Gene Action and Combining Ability for Yield Traits in Mustard (Brassica juncea L. Czern & Coss) Using Line × Tester Design. The identification of superior general and specific combiners, along with gene action, provides a strong foundation for informed parent selection and hybrid development. Furthermore, the study enhances the understanding of both additive and non-additive genetic effects, which are critical for designing effective breeding strategies of brassica. Overall, the findings offer significant practical value for the development of high-yielding, stable mustard cultivars to support increased oilseed productivity.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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	Author’s Feedback

	The experimental design and statistical analyses are appropriate, and the results are interpreted in a logical and coherent manner. The study provides useful insights for mustard breeding programmes and has practical relevance for improving yield and related traits. Tables should also be reviewed for formatting consistency and clarity. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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