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	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.


	The study is relevant and promising, but manuscript requires major revision before publication due to statistical inconsistencies, methodological gaps, and presentation errors.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative but very long. Shorten and make it more direct, e.g. “Genetic Variability and Diversity in Indian Mustard Genotypes for Oil Content under Timely and Late Sowing in Doon Valley”


	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive but needs refinement


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In introduction,   Research gap is not clearly stated. Objectives should be written more explicitly at the end. Include a paragraph on terminal heat stress impact on oil biosynthesis

In methodology, Experimental design is appropriate (RBD with 3 replications). Some methodological details are missing or unclear. In oil estimation, Soxhlet method mentioned, but details missing

Statistical tools, Software used (R, SAS, SPSS, OPSTAT?) not mentioned. Cluster analysis, Distance metric and clustering method (Ward’s, Euclidean?) not specified.

Results are descriptive but lack key numerical highlights (e.g., % reduction in yield/oil).

The statement “Higher PCV than GCV indicate environmental influence” is correct, but interpretation should be clearer. 

Figures should clearly show timely vs late comparison in one plot. Results and Discussion

Oil content reduction is clearly shown. But the range under timely sowing is extremely narrow (41.17–42.27), which raises questions about measurement sensitivity. CV values seem inconsistent. CV for late sowing reported as 0.14 is unrealistically low given wider range.

Discussion needs references on, Heat stress effect on oil accumulation.

ANOVA results show significance, but Mean squares for some traits appear unusual (very low error variance = 0.00). Reporting error as 0.00 is statistically unlikely → check rounding.  Include F-values or significance levels properly.

Genetic Variability Parameters, High / moderate / low GCV-PCV ranges should be defined.

Clustering into 6 groups is meaningful. But major issues, Cluster1 intra-cluster distance reported as 0 → impossible unless only one genotype. Representative genotype tables contain errors.    Cluster V lists “RGN-73” as both most and least representative. Cluster III and VI late sowing show genotype repeated. Dendrogram figures need, Proper labeling, Scale and method description

Data states genotypes like Varuna, RGN-48, RB-50 are heat tolerant. But no heat tolerance index (HSI, STI) was calculated. Add   Heat Susceptibility Index, Stability analysis across environments

Units inconsistent (Nos., cm, g/plant).

Conclusion repeats general findings; include breeding implications more explicitly. Add main percentage decline in oil content under late sowing. Best performing genotypes with exact values


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Good number of references, but several issues, Some citations have wrong years (2521). Web sources and ResearchGate citations should be minimized. ollow consistent journal reference style.


	

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


	yes
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	Manuscript requires major revision before publication due to statistical inconsistencies, methodological gaps, and presentation improvements.
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