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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 manuscript provides a valuable contribution to the characterization and conservation of chile de árbol germplasm, a crop of both cultural and economic relevance in Mexico. By combining classical morpho-agronomic descriptors with multivariate analyses (PCA and cluster analysis), the study generates an integrative view of phenotypic diversity that is directly applicable to breeding and selection strategies. The clear identification of groups associated with fruit load, vegetative vigor, and fruit size offers practical guidance for breeders aiming to develop materials tailored to specific production or market goals. In addition, the work highlights the importance of locally adapted materials from Chihuahua and Sinaloa as strategic reservoirs of genetic variability, supporting broader efforts in agrobiodiversity conservation and sustainable crop improvement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the current title is suitable.
If a more specific or journal-style title is desired, a slight refinement could be:
“Morphological Diversity and Multivariate Analysis of Chile de Árbol (Capsicum annuum L.) Collections from Chihuahua and Sinaloa, Mexico”
	

	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 is comprehensive and clearly states the objective, traits evaluated, main statistical approaches (ANOVA, PCA, clustering), and the general conclusions regarding variability and breeding potential. However, it could be improved by making the structure slightly more concise and by emphasizing a few key numerical results. For example, you might explicitly mention that 20 collections were evaluated and that the first three principal components explained 64.7% of the total variance, and that four distinct clusters were identified this gives the reader a stronger quantitative sense of the findings.
The long list of all 14 traits in the abstract could be slightly condensed (e.g., grouping them as plant, leaf, fruit, and yield traits) to improve readability, while keeping more detail for the Materials and Methods section. You could also make the final sentence more impact-oriented by explicitly stating how the identified groups can be used (e.g., “for selecting high-yielding or specific fruit-type ideotypes in breeding programs”). In summary, I would not delete any major information, but I recommend: (i) adding 1–2 key numerical indicators of variation and clustering, (ii) slightly shortening the trait list, and (iii) sharpening the final sentence to better highlight the breeding relevance.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the Manuscript is scientifically correct, but some aspects could be clarified. In few places, the discussion implicitly equates morphological variation with “genetic variability,” even though the study is based on phenotypic data from a single greenhouse environment; it would be more rigorous to phrase this as “phenotypic variability likely reflecting underlying genetic differences and local adaptation.” It would also strengthen the scientific rigor to: (i) explicitly state the number of plants and fruits contributing to each meaning in the ANOVA, (ii) indicate which traits did not show significant differences and discuss them briefly, and (iii) ensure consistency of units (mm vs cm) and decimal precision across tables. These are refinements rather than fundamental issues; the core methodology, analyses, and main conclusions are scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and includes both foundational and recent works on Capsicum origin, domestication, morphological characterization, and multivariate analysis (up to 2024)
	

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

	YES
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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