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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.
	This manuscript discusses a multi-character analysis approach using Genotype by Trait (GT) biplot to evaluate and select sesame (Sesamum indicum L.) genotypes. This topic is relevant for research and knowledge development in the field of plant breeding because the selection of superior genotypes is not only based on a single character, but also needs to consider the relationship between yield, yield components, plant age, physiological characters, and oil content simultaneously. The evaluation of 45 genotypes and 14 characters provides useful information to identify potential genotypes and selection traits that can be utilized in sesame breeding programs. In general, the study has scientific value and practical applications, but the manuscript would provide excellent and useful information if several aspects of the methodology, interpretation of the GT biplot, and consistency of the results were further clarified before 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 is very clear, specific, and in accordance with the GT biplot method, multi-character evaluation, sesame object, and the purpose of genotype selection.
	

	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 briefly includes the background, number of genotypes and traits, methods, PC1–PC2 proportions, superior genotypes, trait associations, and breeding implications. However, it would be better to condense the abstract slightly and clarify the interpretation of "ideal genotype" so that readers can quickly and accurately obtain the information they need from the article.
	

	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 
Keywords are highly relevant to the research method, objectives, and main outputs. Journals generally set a limit on the number of keywords, so it's best to avoid using too many.
	

	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 has provided sufficient rationale and information regarding the importance of multi-trait evaluation and GT biplots. However, research gaps and novelties specific to sesame breeding should be more explicitly stated.
	

	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 four research objectives have been clearly stated, including genotype vertex identification, character relationships, genotype ranking, and character discriminativeness and representativeness. This facilitates researchers' drawing conclusions and ensuring the research output is achieved effectively.
	

	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 is relevant and includes several publications from 2022–2024, but the main methodological references are still dominated by older sources. Furthermore, more recent references specifically for GT biplots in sesame need to be strengthened to support the research findings.
	

	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 = Satisfactory 
The GT biplot is in accordance with the research objectives, but important information regarding the field experiment design, number of replications, plot size, location, environmental conditions, sampling procedures, and initial data analysis has not been explained adequately so that this can result in misinformation and unclear research activities.
	

	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 = Not Applicable 
The research used plants and did not involve humans or animals, so formal ethical approval for this research is not relevant and not necessary.
	

	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 
The results have been compiled based on four GT biplot interpretations and are generally easy to follow and understand. However, some interpretations need to be verified and a clearer distinction between statistical results and biological interpretations to avoid errors in drawing conclusions.
	

	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 
The four GT biplot figures are relevant and necessary, but it would be great if the visual quality, label size, consistency of character abbreviations, and readability of the genotype codes were further improved so that they would be easily understood by readers.
	

	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
	4 = Good 
The discussion of the results compares with previous research on several plants. However, the discussion would be stronger if it were supported by more literature related to sesame studies and explained the biological basis of the relationships between traits.
	

	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
	4 = Good 
The conclusion is generally in accordance with the results of the GT biplot, however, several genotype recommendations as parents need to be written more carefully and precisely because PC1+PC2 only explain 42.97% of the total variation.
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
The limitations of the study have not been explicitly addressed, making the discussion too broad. The authors need to explain the limitations of a single-season/environment evaluation and the limitations of PC1 and PC2 representation.
	

	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
	4 = Good 
The references are generally very relevant, but the number and sophistication of specialized literature related to GT biplots could be improved. Some references also need to be verified for their consistency with the statements they support.
	

	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 scientific language is generally good and easy to understand, however minor editing is still needed for consistency of terms, abbreviations, grammar, and scientific writing style so that the writing that is composed will be better and easier to read and understand.
	




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.

The title aligns with the research objectives and methods and clearly describes the use of GT biplots for multi-trait evaluation and sesame genotype selection.
	

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

	YES, with minor improvements.

The abstract covers the objectives, genetic material, methods, main results, and breeding implications. However, interpretation of ideal genotypes and selection recommendations should be made with caution, given that PC1 and PC2 only explain 42.97% of the total variation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, but methodological clarification is required.

The GT biplot approach is suitable for evaluating the relationship between genotype and trait, and assisting in multi-trait selection. However, manuscripts should include the experimental design, number of replications, research conditions, trait measurement procedures, data sources for the GT biplot analysis, and the basis for determining the direction of traits in genotype rankings.
	

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

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

	YES, with improvement recommended.

The references are generally relevant and include several recent publications. However, it is strongly recommended to add recent international literature specifically addressing biplot GT and multi-trait selection in sesame and to verify the alignment of each reference with the supported statement.
	

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

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

	NO.

This research is a plant breeding experiment and does not involve humans or animals. No research ethics issues requiring formal ethics approval were identified based on the information presented in the manuscript.
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