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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 importance of this research is highlighted by several points:

* A large number of Pearl Millet strains (77 strains) were screened at the molecular and field levels under the influence of a range of biological factors under semi-arid environmental conditions.

* Twenty pest resistance indices were used in the evaluation.

* There was a good correlation between laboratory and field results.
This study focuses on a very important crop in large areas of East Asia. There is a large genetic base that has been screened under the influence of biotic stresses, especially blast disease caused by Magnaporthe grisea. The introduction of genetic analysis has well explained the field performance of these lines.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	No, I suggest that " Integrative Evaluating of Pearl Millet Restorer Lines for  Blast Resistance Using Phenotypic Screening  and Gene Specific SSR Markers"
The title is long and lacks any originality, and could be improved to reflect the study's implications and objectives.
	

	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.
	No, Isuggest that :
· Please shorten the first paragraphs, which are an introduction.
· Focus on the results and mention the best strains that were studied.
The abstract contains an introduction that provides a lengthy account of the study's problem, objectives, and importance. However, the most important findings are excessively brief, and the researcher fails to highlight the most important strains studied.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The objective was good and the use of well-supported statistical data was well-founded. The link between field results and molecular analysis was generally good. Citation of similar studies is also good and adds credibility. The references are comprehensive and up-to-date, both local and international.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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