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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 addresses an important breeding objective in linseed by evaluating genetic variability and associations among yield and yield-contributing traits. Identification of traits with high heritability, genetic advance, positive association with seed yield, and favourable direct effects can provide useful information for selection in linseed improvement programmes. The manuscript also identifies promising genotypes that may be useful for subsequent breeding work. However, the current title and framing substantially exceed the experimental evidence presented, particularly with respect to yield plasticity, genotype × environment interaction, and climate-resilient breeding. The manuscript would require substantial revision to align its objectives, methodology, statistical analyses, results, discussion, and conclusions with the actual experimental design.
	



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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	



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.

	NO
Not adequately supported by the experimental design. The study appears to have evaluated 40 genotypes in a single environment during rabi 2024–2025, with two replications. No multi-environment experiment, environmental characterization, stability analysis, or genotype × environment interaction analysis is reported
	

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

	No
The abstract should clearly state the research objective, experimental material, number of genotypes, location, season, experimental design, replications, traits evaluated, major statistical methods, principal numerical findings, important genotypes identified, and the practical breeding implication. It should also avoid making claims concerning genotype × environment interaction or climate resilience unless these were actually evaluated. The keywords currently include linseed, variability, heritability, genetic advance, and GCV/PCV, but the abstract should be revised to accurately represent the actual study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, Need revise 
•  Mismatch between title and experimental design.
The manuscript claims G×E interaction and yield plasticity, but the Methods describe only one location and one season. 
•  No G×E analysis is presented.
There is no genotype × environment interaction term, AMMI, GGE biplot, stability parameter, regression analysis, or other multi-environment approach. 
•  Climate resilience is not experimentally demonstrated.
The experiment does not appear to include drought, heat, salinity, water-limited conditions, contrasting environments, or climate-stress treatments. 
•  The experimental location is incompletely reported.
The Methods contain “[college of agriculture, latur” and “[35×12 m²]”, suggesting unresolved placeholders. 
•  Genotype-wise performance data are missing.
The conclusion identifies R-4076, R-4266, R-4203 and R-4275 as superior genotypes, but the manuscript should provide the genotype-wise means and statistical comparison supporting these selections. 
•  Table 2 requires careful verification.
Several numerical relationships among mean, genotypic variance, GCV, PCV, heritability, genetic advance and genetic advance as percentage of mean appear inconsistent. The authors should recalculate the genetic parameters from the original observations and verify the table headings, units, decimal placement, and column alignment. 
•  Statistical reporting is incomplete.
The manuscript should provide appropriate measures of experimental error and significance, including CD/LSD or another suitable mean-comparison procedure where genotype means are compared. 
•  Path analysis needs fuller reporting.
The authors should provide the complete path coefficient matrix, residual effect, and clearly specify whether genotypic or phenotypic correlations were used for each analysis. The reported direct effects should also be checked against the correlation matr
	

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

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

	The reference list contains several relevant classical and recent studies, but the literature base should be strengthened with recent peer-reviewed studies on:
· linseed genetic diversity and population structure; 
· multi-environment evaluation; 
· G×E interaction and stability analysis; 
· climate-resilient linseed breeding; 
· genomic selection and molecular breeding; 
· drought and heat adaptation; 
· seed yield and oil-quality stability. 
There are also inconsistencies in reference formatting and some incomplete bibliographic information. For example, some references lack page ranges, volume/issue information, or complete publication details. 

	

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

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

	NO, based on the information provided.
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