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	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 provides essential genetic parameters for wheat breeding programs, identifying which yield traits show high heritability and genetic advance in F₁ and F₂ generations. The findings enable breeders to make more efficient selection decisions for key traits like productive tillers and grain yield. Given the projected 60% increase in wheat demand by 2050 amid climate challenges, this research offers practical data to accelerate genetic improvement and optimize breeding strategies for developing superior wheat varieties.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable and well-constructed. It clearly communicates the study's focus, includes essential keywords (heritability, genetic advance, yield components, F₁ and F₂ populations), and follows standard scientific conventions.
	

	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 needs improvement by adding: (1) an opening sentence explaining why heritability studies matter in wheat breeding, (2) a clear objective statement, and (3) a concluding sentence about breeding implications. The results section should be condensed by grouping traits into heritability categories rather than listing each trait with exact percentages, which makes it overly detailed and difficult to read. Remove repetitive phrasing between F₁ and F₂ results and focus on the most important findings. Overall, restructure to follow: background → objective → materials → condensed key results → conclusion/implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound with appropriate experimental design and validated methods, but requires significant improvements before publication. The major issue is the absence of a proper Discussion section—results are presented without interpretation, comparison to literature, or explanation of breeding implications. The Materials and Methods section is incomplete, lacking details on number of replications, statistical procedures, and how F₁ and F₂ populations were developed. Additionally, protein content appears in the abstract and table but is not discussed in results, and the manuscript lacks error estimation (standard errors or confidence intervals). To meet scientific publication standards, the authors should add a comprehensive discussion interpreting the heritability and genetic advance values, complete the methodology section, address the protein content inconsistency, and provide breeding recommendations based on their findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add 5-7 more references covering: international heritability studies, genetic advance applications in breeding, F₁/F₂ generation comparisons, and climate-smart wheat breeding to strengthen the scientific foundation and broaden the manuscript's appeal.
	

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


	Good 
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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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