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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.


	The manuscript presents a detailed multivariate analysis of genetic diversity in fifty genotypes of black gram using Mahalanobis' D² statistics. Such studies are crucial in identifying genetically diverse and agronomically superior genotypes, which form the backbone of any effective breeding program aimed at yield improvement and adaptability. The findings not only add to the growing body of knowledge on black gram improvement but also support selection strategies that can accelerate varietal development in pulse crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title ("Diversity Analysis in Black gram") is good but broad and lacks methodological specificity.

Suggested Alternative Title: "Genetic Divergence Analysis Using Mahalanobis D² Statistics in Black Gram [Vigna mungo (L.) Hepper]
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the objectives, methodology, results, and key findings. It effectively summarizes the genotypic clustering, intra- and inter-cluster divergences, and identification of promising clusters for hybridization.

Suggestions for improvement:

· Avoid over-detailed site information (e.g., mentioning “along the Prayagraj–Rewa National Highway”).

· Slightly condense repetitive results, and avoid reporting precise values for each trait in the abstract. Instead, focus on key findings.

· Emphasize the application or recommendation briefly at the end.

· Abstract states "twelve traits", but Methodology cites seventeen traits (likely a typo; verify consistency).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and follows standard methodology in plant breeding and genetic diversity analysis, but needs improvement in followings:

· Methods cite "seventeen traits" (e.g., Wilk’s lambda), but ANOVA/results analyze only twelve. Reconcile this discrepancy.

· Use consistent and proper formatting for scientific names (italicize Vigna mungo).

· Some redundancy in reporting cluster details in both results and conclusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent and relevant, including studies from 2020 to 2024, which is commendable. They cover prior work on black gram variability, genetic divergence,and yield traits.

Suggestions:

· Add a few more global references or recent reviews on multivariate analysis or genetic improvement in black gram or related legumes (e.g., from Euphytica, Theoretical and Applied Genetics).

· Ensure all references cited in-text are included in the bibliography (double-check for completeness).
	

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


	The language is generally good and understandable, but some areas can be improved:

Recommendations:

· Avoid verbose or non-technical institutional glorification.

· Simplify complex sentences for clarity.

· Correct minor grammatical issues and punctuation inconsistencies.

· Replace phrases like “prestigious university” with neutral language.

· Unify terminology (e.g., "seed index" in Methods vs. *"100-seed weight"* in Results).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has scientific merit and is suitable for publication after minor revision in language, formatting, and slight restructuring of the abstract and discussion sections
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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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