
	Journal Name:
	PLANT CELL BIOTECHNOLOGY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_PCBMB_14130

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Multivariate assessment of genetic diversity for fodder yield and related traits in diverse maize germplasm panel

	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 is important because it provides a clearer understanding of how genetic diversity related to fodder yield is organized in maize, a crop essential for livestock production. The study highlights which traits consistently contribute to higher biomass, even across different growing seasons. These insights can help breeders make more informed decisions and develop maize varieties that are both productive and resilient to changing environmental conditions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the focus of the study. As an alternative, you might consider: "Multivariate Characterization of Genetic Diversity for Fodder Yield in a Diverse Maize Germplasm Panel."
	

	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.


	You might want to adjust the methodological part of the abstract a little. The description of the genotypes, seasons and traits is clear but still feels a bit general. could either make it more concise or add a bit more detail about the experimental design or how the PCA was interpreted. This small adjustment would help the abstract flow better and give a clearer picture of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript seems scientifically solid. The methods and interpretations make sense, although adding a little more detail about the experimental design and how the PCA was handled would make it even clearer.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is fairly recent, with about 58% of the citations from 2020–2025 and 42% from 2014–2019. However, the overall number of references is relatively limited. It would strengthen the manuscript to expand the list to around 20 citations.


	

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


	Yes, the English is suitable for scholarly communication, with only minor areas that may need light editing.
You may consider light grammatical editing in some sections of the results and discussion, where a few sentences are long and could be made clearer by improving punctuation and sentence structure. Clarifying transitions between ideas in the PCA interpretation would also help the text flow more smoothly. These are minor adjustments and do not affect the scientific quality of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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