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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 a topic of relevance to the scientific community: the evaluation of pearl millet genotypes for grain and forage production traits a crop of great importance for semi-arid regions in Asia and Africa. Identifying superior dual-purpose (grain and forage) genotypes is particularly valuable in the face of climate change and forage resource scarcity. The experimental design (Randomized Complete Block Design with three replications) is suitable for a preliminary evaluation, and the traits assessed are pertinent to breeding programs. However, the study's scientific contribution is significantly limited by the absence of fundamental statistical analyses (GCV, PCV, heritability, genetic gain, correlations, and path analysis); while these are described in the methodology, they are not presented in the results.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The article title reads "Performance Evaluation," which aligns with the content presented. However, the experiment title in the Materials and Methods section mentions "Genetic Variability, Correlation and Path Coefficient Analysis," creating an inconsistency, as these analyses are not presented.
	


	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It contains the main results but presents a factual error: it states that MP-7792 has the longest panicle (50.95 cm), whereas Nandi-61 actually measures 56.90 cm, according to Table 2. Furthermore, it fails to mention that analyses described in the methodology are missing from the results.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The introduction covers the basic aspects of pearl millet but lacks recent data on production and cultivated area. The organization could be improved with more focused paragraphs.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The objectives are implicit throughout the introduction but are not explicitly stated as hypotheses or formal objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It includes some recent references (2021, 2023, 2024); however, at least six works cited in the text do not appear in the reference list, which hinders verification.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The methodology describes six types of statistical analysis (GCV, PCV, heritability, genetic progress, genotypic/phenotypic correlations, and path analysis) that are not presented in the results. Furthermore, information regarding soil type, pH, and climatic data (temperature, precipitation) during the experiment is missing.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Only the mean performance (Table 2) and the ANOVA (Table 1) are presented. All analyses described in the methodology (GCV, PCV, heritability, correlations, path analysis) are missing. There is also a typographical error: "Table .2" instead of "Table 2"
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
The tables are present and legible, but their formatting could be improved. Table 1 presents the degrees of freedom in a confusing manner ("Rep = 2 Trt = 11 Error = 22" in a single cell).
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The discussion compares the results with the literature but is excessively repetitive—several points are restated multiple times with only slight rewording. Furthermore, many references cited in the discussion do not appear in the reference list.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The conclusions are supported by the limited data presented but go too far by suggesting the use of the genotypes in breeding programs without presenting the genetic analyses that would substantiate such a recommendation.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
At least six references cited in the body of the text do not appear in the final list: Yadav et al. (2017), Anuradha et al. (2017), Patel et al. (2022), Gupta et al. (2016), Govindaraj et al. (2019), and Singh et al. (2018). There are also references to classic textbooks which, although valid, are excessive in number relative to primary research papers.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The article title ("Performance Evaluation of Pearl Millet Genotypes for Yield and Yield Contributing Traits") is appropriate for the content presented; however, the experiment title in the Materials and Methods section mentions "Genetic Variability, Correlation and Path Coefficient Analysis," creating an expectation that is not met. I suggest aligning the titles: either change the experiment title to reflect only the performance evaluation, or include the analyses of genetic variability, correlation, and path coefficients in the results.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract contains a factual error: it states that MP-7792 exhibits the greatest panicle length (50.95 cm), whereas, according to Table 2, Nandi-61 has the highest value (56.90 cm). I suggest correcting this information. Additionally, the abstract should mention that only mean performance and ANOVA results were presented, so as not to create false expectations regarding the article's content.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	There is a fundamental inconsistency between the methodology and the results. The Materials and Methods section describes in detail the estimation of GCV, PCV, broad-sense heritability, genetic progress as a percentage of the mean, genotypic and phenotypic correlation coefficients, and path coefficient analysis. However, none of these analyses are presented in the results section. The authors appear to acknowledge this in the limitations section, but this is unacceptable for publication; either the analyses must be performed and presented, or the methodology must be adjusted to reflect only what was actually done. Additionally, it is recommended to include edaphoclimatic data (soil type, pH, precipitation, temperature) to provide context for the experiment.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	At least six works cited in the body of the text do not appear in the reference list: Yadav et al. (2017), Anuradha et al. (2017), Patel et al. (2022), Gupta et al. (2016), Govindaraj et al. (2019), and Singh et al. (2018). I suggest adding all the missing references or removing the citations from the text. It is also recommended to increase the proportion of recent primary research articles (2020–2025) relative to classic textbooks.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical issues have been identified. The authors declared the use of AI tools (Grammarly and ChatGPT) for grammar checking and formatting, which is transparent and acceptable.
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