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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 manuscript provides useful information on genetic variability, heritability, trait associations, and path analysis in linseed. The identified yield-contributing traits may assist breeders in developing effective selection strategies for improving seed yield. Overall, the study offers practical information relevant to linseed genetic improvement and breeding research.
	



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
The title emphasizes “yield plasticity,” “genotype × environment interactions,” and “climate-resilient breeding,” but the experiment was conducted at only one location during a single rabi season. These claims are not supported by the experimental design and should be removed or appropriately revised.
	

	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
The Abstract requires careful verification against Table 2. Several reported PCV, GCV, heritability, and genetic advance values differ substantially from those presented in the table.
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
The Materials and Methods should clearly state whether 40 plants were sampled per genotype, per replication, or across the entire experiment. The present description is ambiguous.
The methodology used for determining oil content should be described, including the analytical method, instrument, sample preparation, and number of measurements.
	

	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
	4
The statistical analysis section is too brief. Please provide the formulas or analytical procedures used for GCV, PCV, heritability, genetic advance, correlation, and path coefficient analysis and specify the statistical software used.
High heritability coupled with high genetic advance is repeatedly interpreted as definitive evidence of additive gene action. This interpretation should be moderated because broad-sense heritability includes all genetic variance components.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       2
The heritability and genetic advance values reported in the Results are inconsistent with Table 2; for example, number of seeds per capsule is described as having 98% heritability, whereas Table 2 reports a substantially lower estimate. Please verify all calculations and textual interpretations.
The Results and Discussion should be better separated conceptually. At present, several sections mainly repeat numerical results followed by literature citations, with limited biological interpretation.

	

	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
Table 1 should be rechecked carefully. For number of seeds per capsule, the reported error mean square (80.050) is much larger than the treatment mean square (2.005), yet the treatment is indicated as highly significant. This appears statistically inconsistent or may be a typographical error.
Figures 1 and 2 should be checked against Table 2 because the plotted GCV, PCV, heritability, and genetic advance values appear inconsistent with several values reported in the table and text.
The Introduction is disproportionately focused on nutritional, industrial, and production statistics, while the specific breeding problem, research gap, and rationale for variability–correlation–path analysis are insufficiently developed.
	

	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
	2
The heritability and genetic advance values reported in the Results are inconsistent with Table 2; for example, number of seeds per capsule is described as having 98% heritability, whereas Table 2 reports a substantially lower estimate. Please verify all calculations and textual interpretations.
Correlation coefficients are discussed in detail, but the complete genotypic and phenotypic correlation matrices are not presented. Please provide these results in a table with significance levels.
	

	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
	2
Recent production statistics, particularly the 2024–2025 Indian and global figures, should be supported by appropriate authoritative references.
Correlation coefficients are discussed in detail, but the complete genotypic and phenotypic correlation matrices are not presented. Please provide these results in a table with significance levels.
Statements that particular traits constitute the “most reliable strategy” for yield improvement should be moderated to reflect that the conclusions are based on a single-season, single-location experiment.
The manuscript identifies R-4076, R-4266, R-4203, and R-4275 as the best-performing genotypes, but genotype-wise mean performance data are not presented. Please provide supporting data or remove this conclusion.
	

	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
	2

Please standardize scientific nomenclature, capitalization, abbreviations, units, percentage notation, and terms such as GCV, PCV, ANOVA, and broad-sense heritability throughout the manuscript.
. The manuscript requires careful language editing for grammar, punctuation, sentence construction, and formatting, including several incomplete or awkward sentences in the Introduction, Methods, Results, and references.
The Conclusions should be rewritten strictly according to the validated results after all numerical inconsistencies are corrected and should clearly acknowledge the limitation of evaluation in a single environment.
	

	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
	2
The Conclusions should be rewritten strictly according to the validated results after all numerical inconsistencies are corrected and should clearly acknowledge the limitation of evaluation in a single environment.
	



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. The current title overstates genotype × environment interaction and climate-resilient breeding, as the study was conducted in a single season and location. A more appropriate title would be:
“Genetic Variability, Trait Association and Path Analysis for Yield and Yield-Contributing Traits in Linseed (Linum usitatissimum L.)” 
	

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

	NO
The abstract covers the major analyses, but several reported GCV, PCV, heritability and genetic advance values are inconsistent with Table 2. These values should be carefully verified and the abstract revised to match the final validated results. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The overall approach is appropriate, but important numerical and statistical inconsistencies remain among the ANOVA, variability parameters, heritability estimates, figures and textual interpretation. Claims related to G×E interaction, yield plasticity and climate resilience should also be removed or moderated because the experiment was conducted at a single location in one season. 
Provide sufficient details on field management, soil characteristics, experimental location, sowing date, and climatic conditions to ensure reproducibility of the experiment.
	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript includes several relevant classical and recent references, including studies up to 2025, but additional recent literature on linseed genetic variability, yield-component relationships and modern breeding approaches should be incorporated. Recent global and Indian production statistics should also be supported by authoritative references.
	

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

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

	NO
No apparent ethical concerns were identified. The study does not involve human or animal subjects, competing interests are declared, and the use of AI-assisted tools for language and formatting has been transparently disclosed.
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