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	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 provides dose–response data on the effects of gamma irradiation on germination and early seedling traits in two sesame varieties, which is useful for optimising mutagen doses in practical mutation breeding programmes. The identification of 250 Gy as a dose that maintains acceptable germination and seedling vigour while still inducing variation can guide future M₂ and later-generation studies. Although the work is mainly confirmatory and focused on M₁ seedling traits, it adds location- and genotype-specific information that can be relevant for breeders and seed technologists working with these varieties.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “EVALUATION OF SEEDLING TRAITS IN M1 GENERATION OF SESAME (SESAMUM INDICUM L.) UNDER LABORATORY CONDITIONS,” is generally suitable but too generic. I suggest revising it to explicitly reflect the mutagenic treatment, for example:
“Effects of Gamma Irradiation on Germination and Seedling Traits in the M₁ Generation of Sesame (Sesamum indicum L.) under Laboratory Conditions.”


	

	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 captures the objective, treatments, main trends, and key conclusion that higher doses reduce seedling performance and that 250 Gy is the most suitable dose. However, it sometimes implies that 250 Gy “maintained” or “improved” traits, whereas the data show that 250 Gy still reduces germination and growth relative to the control, but less severely than higher doses. I suggest rephrasing to “showed the least reduction” rather than “maintained higher” performance and adding one sentence to indicate that all traits were still lower than the untreated control. Otherwise, the abstract is adequate.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design (CRD, three replications, 100 seeds per treatment) and the choice of traits are appropriate, and the general biological trends (dose-dependent decline in germination and seedling growth) are consistent with mutation breeding literature. However, there are some weaknesses in data handling and interpretation. For example, some reported means (e.g. overall means in the tables) appear inconsistent with the raw values, and the discussion at times states that lower doses “improved” traits even when the control has the highest values. The vigour index (length) section also contains conceptual confusion, since it attributes the index to dry weight rather than seedling length. These issues should be corrected, but they are repairable and do not fundamentally invalidate the study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list covers key classical and several recent studies on gamma irradiation and mutation breeding in sesame and related crops. Overall, it is reasonably sufficient for the narrow scope of the paper. Nonetheless, the manuscript would benefit from adding a few more recent review articles on induced mutagenesis and mutation breeding in oilseeds needs to better .
	

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


	The English requires substantial improvement before publication. There are numerous typographical and grammatical errors (e.g. “INRODUCTION,” “were chosed,” “Seeds were send”), inconsistent tense usage, and repetitive phrasing in the Results and Discussion sections. Some sentences are very long and could be simplified for clarity. A thorough language edit by a proficient English speaker or professional editing service is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript could be strengthened by: (i) estimating LD₅₀ or GR₅₀ values for germination and seedling length; (ii) providing correlation analysis among traits; and (iii) shortening and tightening the Discussion to avoid repetition of the same explanation across several subsections. The authors should also clearly state that this is an M₁ seedling study and that further selection in M₂ and later generations is needed to recover useful mutants.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

NONE
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