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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 addresses a relevant and timely scientific problem, contributing original data and analysis that advance knowledge in the field. The study provides useful methodological and analytical insights that may support future research and practical applications. Its findings are particularly valuable for researchers working on genetic diversity, crop improvement, and related disciplines. Overall, the manuscript has the potential to positively impact the scientific community once minor revisions are addressed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable, as it clearly reflects
the main focus of the study, including the crop species, the analytical approach, and the objective of evaluating
genetic diversity.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, as it includes the study's objective, methodology, and main results. However, minor revisions are recommended to improve clarity and conciseness. The objective should be stated more directly, the methodological description could be shortened, and the main quantitative results should be better highlighted and prioritized. No major deletions are necessary, only refinement and better organization of the existing information.
	







	
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the methods and analyses used are appropriate for the objectives of the study. The results are consistent with the methodology and supported by the data presented. Only minor revisions are required to improve clarity and presentation, without affecting the scientific validity of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, relevant, and generally up to date, adequately supporting the background and discussion of the study.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The overall English language quality is adequate for scholarly communication. However, minor revisions are recommended  to  improve  clarity,  conciseness,  and
consistency, particularly to reduce repetition and refine sentence structure in some sections.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Corrections Follow:

The abstract presents the objective, methodology, and numerical results; however, the objective needs to be formulated more directly, the methodology should be synthesized, and the quantitative results (intra- and inter-cluster distances) better hierarchized for greater clarity and objectivity.

“The present study was undertaken to provide information…” → “This study aimed to estimate the genetic diversity among 94 mungbean genotypes using K-means cluster analysis.”


“From the K-means clustering analysis, no relationship between geographic origin and genetic diversity.” → “The K-means clustering analysis revealed no relationship between geographic origin and genetic diversity.”


In the methodology, the criterion used to define the number of clusters (k) in the K-means analysis is not specified, which is methodologically critical, as this parameter directly influences the results; therefore, a paragraph clearly explaining how the value of k was determined should be included.
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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 detail)
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