Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Agriculture

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJA_145410

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Agronomic and morphological evaluation of experimental tomato lines grown under greenhouse conditions in Saltillo, Coahuila, México

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript presents a well-structured and comprehensive evaluation of 16 experimental tomato lines. The study is sound, follows a robust methodological design, and generates valuable agronomic data. The genetic variability identified among the lines is promising for breeding programs. However, the manuscript requires significant linguistic, formatting, and structural revisions before it can be considered for publication in an international journal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate given the content of the article
	

	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.


	Correct "pepper fruits" to "tomato fruits."

Rewrite "the ANVA was p≤0.05" to "was performed at *p* ≤ 0.05."

The conclusion is too generic. Specify which lines are most promising for which applications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction:

Generally well-written but would benefit from a clearer statement of the research gap and the specific objective of this study at the very end.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Formatting is inconsistent. Ensure all references follow a single, consistent style (e.g., APA, Harvard) as required by the target journal.

Some author names have strange characters (e.g., "Andreía ​​et al."). Please check and correct.
	

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


	65%
Full rewrite by a professional translator of scientific articles
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Strengths

Solid Experimental Design: The use of a Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) with 16 treatments and four replications is statistically sound and appropriate for this type of study.

Comprehensive Data Set: A wide range of agronomic, morphological, and physicochemical traits were measured, providing a thorough characterization of the genotypes.

Relevant Context: The introduction effectively establishes the importance of the research, highlighting the need for developing local tomato varieties in Mexico.

Statistical Analysis: The application of ANOVA and Tukey's HSD test is correct for the data presented. Key statistics like p-values and CV% are properly reported.

Clear Potential: The identification of promising lines for specific traits (yield, fruit weight, seed production) is a valuable outcome for plant breeders.

Major Concerns and Required Revisions

A. Language and Grammar (Critical Issue)

The manuscript contains numerous errors that hinder readability and scientific credibility.

Spelling: "Novembrer" → "November"; "Determinated" → "Determinate"; "ANVA" → "ANOVA".

Grammar & Syntax: Many sentences are awkwardly constructed and need to be rewritten for clarity (e.g., "the ANVA was p≤0.05" should be "ANOVA was performed at *p* ≤ 0.05").

Inconsistencies: The abstract mentions "pepper fruits," which is a major error and must be corrected to "tomato fruits."

B. Structure and Formatting

Section Numbering: The "2.3. Variables Evaluated" and "2.3. Statistical Analysis" is a duplicate. The latter should be renumbered to 2.4.

Table Presentation: Table 1 is informative but could be formatted more professionally for better readability in a journal.

C. Scientific Content and Depth

Results are Descriptive: The results section primarily reports data without sufficient interpretation. For example, why might line TR-006 have more fruits but lower average weight? A discussion of potential trade-offs here would be valuable.

Discussion Could Be Deeper: While the discussion compares findings with previous literature adequately, it should more critically interpret the implications of the results. Link the specific traits of the most promising lines (TR-006, TR-013, etc.) directly to breeding objectives.

Missing Correlation Analysis: An analysis of correlations between key yield components (e.g., fruit number vs. average weight, yield vs. Brix degrees) would significantly strengthen the manuscript and provide deeper insights for selection.

Justification of Traits: Briefly justify why certain morphological traits (e.g., leaf length/width) are important in the context of greenhouse production or yield potential.
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