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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.


	This study is highly significant because it addresses the genetic improvement of Mucuna pruriens, a major natural source of L-dopa used in the treatment of Parkinson's disease. The results provide valuable data for understanding the genetic structure of this underutilised crop and selecting superior parental lines for future breeding programmes.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title clearly reflects the main content and objectives of the study. It is appropriate and accurate.


	

	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.


	There is a weakness in the summary, as it would have been preferable to refer to the statistical analyses relied upon in the study, such as principal component analysis (PCA) and cluster analysis. These analyses were fundamental in interpreting the data and grouping genetic models. There is also a brief reference to the unit of measurement for thickness . 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- Methods for measuring seed characteristics and L-dopa (HPLC) are standardised and well documented.

- Statistical analyses are comprehensive and correctly applied to interpret variation and relationships between characteristics.

- Results are clearly presented and well discussed.

The manuscript is therefore scientifically sound and technically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references is largely good and relies mainly on recent peer-reviewed scientific journals, which lends credibility to the work. However, there are some errors in the details of some references.

Please review everything marked in yellow. 

Please standardise the publication date in the references (after the last author).
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable. However, there are several minor grammatical errors, so I recommend professional editing to improve clarity and polish.


	

	Optional/General comments


	- It is worth noting the figures (Figures 1, 2, 3) in the submitted text document. Their presence and quality are crucial for a complete evaluation of the manuscript.The correlation table is excellently detailed. However, a note should be added to define the abbreviations (LDP, SLT, etc.) at the bottom of the table to clarify them immediately. 

The core reasons for not scoring it as "Accept As Is" are:

 (1) the need for thorough language and grammatical editing, 

(2) the need to ensure all figures are present and of publication quality

(3) the minor suggestions for improving the abstract and references. These are all addressable through minor revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified. The research appears to be conducted on plant germplasm following standard scientific practices.
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