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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.
	The study is scientifically relevant and generally well organized. However, several issues related to methodology, statistical presentation, interpretation, language, and manuscript structure need to be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	



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
		5 – Excellent



	The title accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and 
crop studied. It is informative and scientifically appropriate.



	

	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
		4 – Good



	The abstract summarizes the objectives, methodology, results,
 and conclusions well. However, it could better emphasize the
 novelty and practical breeding implications.



	

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



	The selected keywords are relevant, specific, and suitable
 for indexing and retrieval.



	

	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
		4 – Good



	The introduction provides adequate background and relevant
 literature. However, the research gap and novelty of the study 
should be stated more explicitly.



	

	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
		5 –Excellent



	The objectives are clearly presented at the end of the
 Introduction and align well with the study design.



	

	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
		4 – Good



	The literature review includes recent publications and 
classical references. Some discussion should critically compare
 previous findings rather than only citing them.



	

	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
		4 – Good



	The methodology is appropriate for generation mean analysis. 
However, additional details regarding statistical software, 
model selection criteria, and analytical assumptions would 
improve reproducibility.



	

	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



	Ethical approval is not applicable since the study involves 
plant breeding experiments.



	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 – Good



	Results are logically organized and supported by tables. Some 
inconsistencies (e.g., siliqua length interpretation and missing 
χ² values) should be resolved.



	

	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


		4 – Good



	Tables contain useful information but are dense. Improving 
formatting and increasing figure quality would enhance readability.



	

	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
		5 – Excellent



	The discussion effectively compares the findings with previous 
studies. However, greater emphasis on biological interpretation 
would strengthen the manuscript.



	

	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
		5 – Excellent



	The conclusions are consistent with the presented results and
 appropriately summarize the breeding implications.



	

	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 – Good



	The limitations section is included and acknowledges key 
constraints. Additional discussion on the absence of multi-
environment validation and molecular confirmation would
 strengthen it.



	

	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
		5 – Excellent



	The manuscript includes an adequate number of relevant and 
current references. Minor editing is needed to remove duplicate 
citations and ensure consistent formatting.



	

	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
		4 – Good



	The manuscript is generally well written. Minor grammatical 
improvements, shorter sentences, and reduced repetition would 
improve readability.



	



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.

	YES
	

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

	YES (Minor improvements could enhance the emphasis on novelty and practical breeding implications, but the abstract is sufficiently comprehensive.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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



	YES (with minor revisions)



	

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

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

	YES (The manuscript cites both classical references (Mather, Hayman, Falconer) and recent publications up to 2026, providing adequate coverage of the topic.)
	

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

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

	NO
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