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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 investigates a significant aspect of common bean improvement: the quantification of genetic variability, heritability, and genetic advance within a set of recently introduced genotypes. This study holds significance for plant breeding initiatives, and the dataset, comprising 49 genotypes and 14 traits, is appropriate for variability assessment. Nevertheless, the manuscript necessitates major revision prior to its suitability for publication. Several deficiencies are apparent, including statistical inconsistencies, methodological ambiguities in multiple sections, inadequate discussion, the omission of trait association analysis (notwithstanding its stated objectives), a lack of clarification in the interpretation of genetic parameters, and the absence of essential tables and figures (e.g., Appendix tables). Authors are also requested to improve English grammar, referencing, and data presentation techniques.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 deficient in crucial methodological specifics (number of genotypes, design, and statistical methodology) and offers insufficient quantitative data, presenting only partial ranges for GCV and PCV while neglecting critical metrics like genetic advance (GAM). Assertions on trait importance lack clarity, and the yield range is presented without specifying high-performing genotypes or contextual significance. The abstract is mostly descriptive and offers little commentary on whether characteristics exhibit significant selection potential or how the findings influence breeding tactics. It is deficient in clarity, specificity, and breeding-focused insights, necessitating enhancement via more exact data, better statistical reporting, and obvious implications for the development of common beans.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains scientifically valid concepts and uses conventional quantitative genetic parameters, but several errors and inconsistencies make the scientific validity incomplete. The study is not yet acceptable in its current form without corrections.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is not entirely scientifically accurate, as it exhibits several formatting discrepancies, inadequate citation information, absent volume, issue, and page numbers, inconsistent DOI use, and a blend of various citation formats. Numerous references include non-academic URLs, some entries exhibit formatting inaccuracies or possible discrepancies with in-text citations, and others need verification for accuracy (e.g., Porch et al., 2009; Berhanu et al., 2018; Mudasir et al., 2012). Capitalization and author formatting exhibit inconsistency, and several citations are deficient in key publication information. The references need significant editing to guarantee correctness, completeness, consistency, and conformity to a single standardized citation style as per the target journal's criteria.
	

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


	The manuscript requires language improvement, as it contains grammatical errors, inconsistent terminology, awkward phrasing, and repetitive sentences that reduce clarity and scientific precision. Several sections lack concise expression and logical flow, and the writing does not consistently follow standard scientific style. Overall, the manuscript needs careful editing for clarity, accuracy, and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Need of major corrections.
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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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