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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.


	The manuscript addresses genotype × environment interaction and stability analysis in turnip, which is a relevant topic for crop improvement and regional adaptation studies. The use of multi-location trials and standard stability models adds value to the work. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision in terms of language quality, structure, conciseness, and clarity of presentation. Several sections are overly descriptive and repetitive, which limits readability and scientific impact. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable.
	

	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 is excessively long and contains too much methodological and locational detail, which reduces its effectiveness. It should be rewritten in a more concise manner, clearly highlighting the objective, key methods, major findings, and main conclusions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is based on an appropriate experimental design and addresses a relevant scientific question. However, in its current form, several issues affect its scientific rigor and clarity. The presentation and interpretation of statistical results are not always sufficiently clear, and some parameters require more careful explanation to avoid misinterpretation. In addition, the Discussion section is largely descriptive and relies on limited engagement with recent literature, which weakens the scientific justification of the conclusions. The extensive use of large tables without adequate synthesis further reduces clarity. While the study has scientific potential, these issues need to be addressed to ensure that the manuscript is scientifically sound.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant to the topic and include some classical studies on genotype × environment interaction and stability analysis. However, the reference list would benefit from improvement in terms of currency, diversity, and coverage. A considerable proportion of the cited literature is relatively dated, and only limited attention has been given to more recent studies published within the last 8–10 years. This makes it difficult to clearly position the study within the context of current research. In addition, some interpretations in the Discussion section are not sufficiently supported by relevant citations. Stronger linkage with recent stability and multi-environment trial studies would enhance the scientific depth of the manuscript.
It is therefore recommended that the authors:

· Include more recent publications (particularly from the last 5–10 years) from international peer-reviewed journals,

· Cite recent studies addressing genotype × environment interaction and stability analysis, and

· Strengthen the reference list in terms of quality rather than quantity.


	

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


	The manuscript requires thorough language editing. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and inconsistent terminology throughout the text. In its current form, the language significantly affects clarity and readability. Professional English proofreading is strongly recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	In summary, the study has potential and addresses a relevant topic; however, substantial revisions are required to improve language quality, organization, conciseness, and clarity of data presentation. I therefore recommend major revision.


	


	PART  2: 



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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

no
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