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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 study investigates the genetic diversity of 45 sesame (Sesamum indicum L.) genotypes using 30 SSR molecular markers. The results revealed that 18 markers were polymorphic, detecting a total of 58 alleles. The mean polymorphism information content (PIC) was 0.474, indicating a reasonably informative marker set for differentiating the evaluated genotypes. UPGMA clustering based on Jaccard’s dissimilarity coefficients grouped the genotypes into three molecular clusters. Notably, TPTS-69 formed a separate cluster, indicating a distinct molecular profile within the SSR dataset.From a plant breeding perspective, these findings provide preliminary information for identifying genetically differentiated parental materials and developing crossing strategies to broaden the genetic base of sesame. However, the claimed agronomic superiority of TPTS-69 and its potential value as a breeding parent require confirmation through documented agronomic data and independent evaluation. Furthermore, the limited number of polymorphic markers, binary scoring of SSR bands, and absence of additional population-structure analyses restrict the scope of the conclusions. Overall, the study provides useful preliminary insights into the molecular diversity of the evaluated sesame germplasm. Further validation using a broader range of molecular markers, complementary genetic analyses, and independent phenotypic assessments would strengthen the reliability of the findings and their practical application in sesame improvement programmes.

	




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
	3
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	




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? 

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
Yes
1. Title
The title is appropriate for the research topic. However, it should accurately reflect the scope of the study and its focus on the molecular diversity of the evaluated sesame genotypes.
2. Abstract
The abstract presents the main objectives and findings, but the methods and key results should be described more clearly and concisely. Claims regarding the agronomic superiority of genotype TPTS-69 should be supported by relevant data presented in the manuscript.
3. Introduction
The introduction explains the economic importance of sesame and the role of genetic diversity in crop improvement. However, the research gap is not sufficiently clear. The scientific rationale, novelty, and relevance of SSR markers to the study objectives should be better established.
4. Materials and Methods
This section requires substantial clarification to ensure reproducibility. In particular, the PCR reaction components and final volume, primer sequences and references, annealing temperatures, and SSR allele-scoring procedure should be reported in sufficient detail. The methods used to calculate PIC and allele frequencies should also be clearly defined.
5. Results
The findings suggest the presence of molecular diversity among the evaluated genotypes. However, several reported major allele frequency (MAF) values appear inconsistent with the corresponding numbers of alleles and should be recalculated using the original data. The criteria used to define the molecular clusters should also be specified and justified.
6. Discussion
The discussion addresses the potential importance of genetic diversity for sesame breeding, but comparisons with previous studies and explanations for similarities or differences need to be strengthened. The relationship between molecular distance and breeding value should be interpreted cautiously, as genetic divergence alone does not establish agronomic superiority.
7. Conclusion
The conclusions should be restricted to what is directly supported by the molecular data. Any recommendation of TPTS-69 as an agronomically superior genotype or a promising breeding parent requires supporting phenotypic evidence and independent validation.
8. Tables and Figures
All tables should be checked for numerical accuracy, clearly defined abbreviations, and consistency with the main text. The dendrogram should be presented at an appropriate resolution, with readable genotype labels and a clearly explained cluster delineation criterion.
9. References
The relevance of cited references, consistency between in-text citations and the reference list, and completeness of bibliographic information should be verified. References specifically supporting the SSR markers and their applications should be checked for accuracy and relevance.
10. Language and Scientific Presentation
The manuscript would benefit from comprehensive language editing. Scientific terminology, abbreviations, units, numerical formatting, and writing style should be standardized throughout the text.

Overall Reviewer’s Recommandation
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and has potential value for sesame genetic improvement. However, several issues need to be resolved before the findings can be considered reliable. The main concerns are the apparent inconsistencies in MAF values, insufficient methodological detail regarding PCR and SSR allele scoring, and the lack of supporting evidence for claims concerning the agronomic performance of TPTS-69.

	

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

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

	yes
	

	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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