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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript seems to be a worthwhile and well-designed investigation that uses an appropriate and popular technique of cluster analysis to identify the genetic diversity among the castor inbred lines. This would directly lead to identification of genetically dissimilar or divergent parent lines for further hybridization programmes which are foundational and practical elements for the success of any breeding programme. The determination of the degree of divergence and identification of the specific genotypes in the distant clusters like IV and VI can provide the target genotypes for the selection of parents for breeding. The significance of this is direct for crop improvement programme of a crop of global economic importance like castor for the development of hybrids with superior and high-yielding traits.
	

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

	Title is suitable but not catchy or specific. It can be changed to the following to improve its indexing:

Multivariate Analysis of Genetic Divergence Among Castor (Ricinus communis L.) Inbreds Using Mahalanobis D² Statistic

Identification of Diverse Parental Groups in Castor (Ricinus communis L.) Using D² Statistic and Cluster Analysis for Hybrid Breeding

These 2 new alternatives are slightly long but more specific, interesting and explicit about the methodology and objective.
	

	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 informative and clear. It has outlined the basic information concisely but specifically including objective, materials and methods (mentioning the number of genotypes and number of traits/attributes recorded and statistical techniques/tools used like Mahalanobis D² and Tocher’s method), the number of clusters and general results (highest divergence, Tocher’s results with significant inter-cluster distance between cluster IV and VI), most important point about the identification of traits that contributed the most to divergence, and conclusions. It could be fine the way it is and does not require any significant addition or deletion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The methodology and scientific approach appear to be appropriate, logical and sound with well-thought out and clear design, analysis and interpretation, all following the standard principles of quantitative genetics and plant breeding. The use of Mahalanobis D² statistics is ideal and relevant for quantification of genetic divergence, and its utilization along with Tocher’s method of clustering is standard and acceptable in the field of genomics, especially in diversity analysis. The experimental design is suitable for the 40 genotypes, the conclusions have been drawn appropriately, and the inferences in the discussion are on point like monotypic clusters representing highly unique and useful germplasm, and large inter-cluster distances imply good parental combinations to realize heterosis in F1 generation. So far, it is scientifically very sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The 2 key and original citations are present (Mahalanobis, 1936; Rao, 1952) and the references provided are relevant to the topic and provide an appropriate pool of related works till 2021. It is desirable that a good number of recent studies from the past 5 years should be incorporated to provide a more contemporary and modern context to the discussion and also bring the study in sync with very recent research. Following are some of the recent publications that can be added to some of the existing ones to improve and update the introduction and discussion:

Anggraeni, T. D. A., Waluyo, B., Sugiharto, A. N., & Kuswanto. (2022). Genetic diversity analysis among 123 accessions of castor (Ricinus communis L.) using SSR marker and its association to agronomic traits. Biodiversitas Journal of Biological Diversity, 23(3), 1211-1221.
Godhani, C. M., Bhakta, R. S., & Patel, H. R. (2023). Genetic variability and diversity analysis in castor (Ricinus communis L.). The Pharma Innovation Journal, 12(6), 1354-1359.
Landoni, M., Bertagnon, G., Ghidoli, M., Cassani, E., Adani, F., & Pilu, R. (2023). Opportunities and Challenges of Castor Bean (Ricinus communis L.) Genetic Improvement . Agronomy , 13(8), 2076.
Peng, M., Wang, Z., He, Z., Li, G., Di, J., Luo, R., ... & Huang, F. (2024). Combining Ability, Heritability, and Heterosis for Seed Weight and Oil Content Traits of Castor Bean (Ricinus communis L.). Agronomy, 14(6), 1115.

These publications are recent and cover the aspects of diversity analysis using molecular markers, modern challenges and overall aspects of genetic improvement in castor, and more recent insights and findings on genetic variability and heterosis that can strengthen and contextualize the current study.
	

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

	The quality of English language is adequate and appropriate for publication in a scholarly journal. It is fairly good, clear, well-written and organized with a logical flow and progression. There are a few minor phrases that could have been better with respect to scientific tone (e.g. ‘ample amount’ can be just ‘significant’ or ‘stocked in’ can be better rephrased), but it is minor and the overall English is good and makes it understandable and of scientific value.
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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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