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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 article requires drastic revisions to suit the demands of this journal. The information is encouraging but the presentation, analysis, and interpretation lack depth, clarity, and scientific rigor.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Rewrite again
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Almost 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are heterogeneously styled (i.e., some are full journal titles, some abbreviated; some have URLs, some do not) and missing in the text for many significant assertions (e.g., the existence of 65 commercially cultivated species is uncited as Sarika, 2007).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript should be properly proofread by a native English speaker or professional editing agency. There are several grammatical mistakes, awkward sentences, and missing articles (e.g., "varies aromatic crops," "much clear difference," "on par with" is too much and informal for a manuscript).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction: The introduction is fine but can be made more succinct. It ends with an intention to "develop new mutants," but the objective of the paper is actually to evaluate mutant lines previously developed. The final sentence needs to be rephrased to be in compliance.
· Keywords: "Plant breeding" is too broad. Attempt to use more specific keywords like "Gamma irradiation," "Herbage yield," "Menthol content," or "Agronomic performance."
· Conclusion: The conclusion is weak. It must be a brief summary of the overall findings (e.g., Which mutants performed best for which characteristics?). Recommendation of multi-location trials is excellent but more specific (e.g., "The top-performing genotypes, particularly CK~20~P~79~ for biomass and CK~20~P~43~ for oil content, should be subjected to multi-location trials."). 
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