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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Screening Sesame Genotypes for Phyllody Resistance
	

	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.


	The abstract adequately summarizes objectives and results, but the language could be refined for clarity. For instance, the statement “only two genotypes IC 203871 and EC 377002-2 were found to be resistant”
	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Kindly include recent references with correct formatting 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The title is clear but could be made more concise: e.g., “Screening Sesame Genotypes for Phyllody Resistance”.

2. The abstract adequately summarizes objectives and results, but the language could be refined for clarity. For instance, the statement “only two genotypes IC 203871 and EC 377002-2 were found to be resistant” should explicitly indicate the resistance category based on the disease scale.

3. Consider mentioning the average phyllody incidence for both seasons in the abstract for context.

4. The introduction provides good background but is verbose in some areas. Sentences like “The word sesame has its origin from latin word ‘sesamum’ and greek word ‘sesamon’ meaning ‘oil, liquid fat’” may not be essential for a scientific manuscript and could be shortened.

5. Include a clearer rationale for the study: why screening 107 genotypes is significant and how this study builds on prior work.

6. The methodology is generally detailed, but some parts could be more concise to improve readability. For example, the description of land preparation and sowing could be summarized.

7. Consider adding information on environmental conditions (rainfall, temperature) during the experiment, as they influence phyllody incidence.

8. The formula for disease incidence is correct, but the equation could be presented in a standard mathematical format.

9. The disease rating scale is clearly described, but consider including a reference table number and ensure consistent formatting in the manuscript.

10. The results section is comprehensive and contains detailed genotype-wise phyllody incidence data. However, the extensive listing of individual genotype percentages makes it difficult to follow. Consider summarizing key findings in tables or figures and discussing trends rather than listing all genotypes in the main text.

11. Discussion should highlight the significance of resistant genotypes (IC 203871 and EC 377002-2) and compare them with findings from previous studies.

12. Seasonal variations in disease incidence are mentioned but could be further analyzed in relation to environmental or insect vector differences.

13. Some sentences are long and could be broken into shorter, clearer statements.

14. The conclusion is appropriate but could be strengthened by explicitly stating the practical implications of the findings for breeding programs.

15. Consider adding a recommendation for future research, such as molecular characterization of resistant genotypes or multi-location trials.

16. Ensure all references cited in the text are included in the reference list and formatted consistently.

17. Some citations (e.g., Evangilin et al., 2020; Chauhan et al., 2016) should include full journal/book details.
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