
	Journal Name:
	PLANT CELL BIOTECHNOLOGY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_PCBMB_13525

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Assessment of Genetic Diversity in Desi Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) Genotypes Employing Microsatellites

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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 research addresses an important topic in chickpea genetic diversity using SSR markers, a valuable topic in crop breeding and genetic improvement programs. The research is characterized by its organized work and clear results supported by appropriate molecular analyses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	· The title is clear, precise, and objectively reflects the content of the study.
	

	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.
	· Although the abstract is written in a well-structured, academic language, presenting the objective, methodology, results, and conclusions in a sequential manner, the abstract lacks a clear mention of the number of genes/species used (69) in the first sentence, rather than mentioning it later. It would be preferable to directly link the conclusions in the abstract to practical applications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The research is scientific, objective, and modern, directly related to chickpea genetic improvement programs. A sufficient number of cultivars (69 genotypes) were used, which adds statistical power to the results, as well as effectively applying SSR markers with PIC analysis, genetic variation, and cluster analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The reference list is rich, up-to-date, and from peer-reviewed journals.
	

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


	· The research language is correct and publishable, but it needs minor linguistic editing to reduce repetition and improve the flow of the text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research is scientifically sound and can be published after minor edits, including:

· Unifying the number of categories (69 or 70) throughout the text.

· Shortening the introduction and focusing on the research gap.

· Adding illustrations (PIC distribution/Cluster variance).

· Interpreting monomorphic markers.

· Checking references and removing duplicates.

· Making conclusions more relevant to numbers and practical applications.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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