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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 article describes the development of a molecular biology technique to introduce stress tolerance genes into chickpea. Given the partners of chickpea both for his nutritional and economic value and the damage caused bye climate change and other factors the article is an important contribution. The article should be published after minor, but important revisions in my opinion.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Yes.

Rankings: 5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, but the abstract would be improved by adding errors to the data shown.

Rankings: 4.5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. Should add “chickpea yields” or something similar to better catch a readers attention who may not know the taxonomy of the plant.

Rankings: 4.5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is sufficient, and well-written, but poorly organized. There is a section two that should be incorporated into the introduction. A separate section for a literature review is odd and distracting. While reading the introduction which was short I was one what was the molecule mechanism of stress resistance. This is not introduced until the literature review section. Since this is a primary research article, this section should not exist.

The authors should simply delete this section and take their well-written and comprehensive literature review and incorporate it into the introduction section (1). After this is done, then there will be sufficient background information for the article.

Rankings: 2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Absolutely, there is a specific section to do just this.

Rankings: 5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is, but it should not be a separate section, in my opinion. Please see above.

Also, a references to the methids used in 3.5 should be noted (see below)

Rankings: 3.8
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
The methodology is scientifically sound and appropriate for the study. However, to add both and or and reproduction reproducibility, the authors should correct this section as follows:

A few minor corrections needed:

i. [bookmark: OLE_LINK3]3.2.1 the final concentrations of ofins and cytokines supplemented into the media need to be noted.
ii. 3.2.4 Remove term “galf strength”. It is confusing and the exct concentrations are mentioned later anyway.
iii. 3.2.5 Define what you mean by high humidity, the conditions by explicitly stating the relative humidity
iv. 3.33 It is unclear what the authors by by “regeneration protocol”. They should either define this protocol, or reference it. “…subsequently rooted according to the regeneration protocol.”
v. 3.4.1 a reference is required for the method used
vi. 3.5.1 the method used to assess relative water content and chlorophyll concentration should be mentioned and referenced.be mentioned and referenced.

The same is true for all of 3.5. The authors do not reference how they assess any of the parameters carried out in this study. The these are likely routine but should still be mentioned to add rigor and for the Nonexpert who may want to repeat the study. This is minor and should be corrected good for final publication.

Rankings: 4
“

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No

Rankings: 5

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Section 4.1: Perhaps I missed it, but there does not seem to be a comparison of the authors' results to the non-optimized conditions. They clearly report survival frequencies and other parameters, but do not compare it to the nontreated plants. This should be added.

Rankings: 5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Yes. A few minor corrections are needed as stated below:
Figure 2-5. Brief captions describing the figure is needed for clarity. Current, apparently, there is only a titles.

Rankings: 4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes

Rankings 5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Sort of. Futher studies are mentioned.

Ranking 4.8
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Rankings: 5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	For the most part, yes. However, the authors love abbreviations and use them excessively, making the article confusing to read in several places. Abbreviations should only be used for extremely long chemical call names or names of genes. They should NOT be used for about resistance element binding all or other things of this nature, since a reader that is not directly involved in the field will have no idea what the other things you are talking about when it prints later on in the article. The excessive use of abbreviations, while it does not affect the science of the article, makes it confusing in several places and is a limitation of the work in its current form.

Other abbreviations to avoid: SOD, CAT, HSP. Write out names of proteins. CRISPR is appropriate given the whole name is long. Catalase, for example, is not long at all or as a common so abbreviation just sows confusion.

Rankings: 3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Once again yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	See above
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes More needed in the methods to add rigor and an ability to duplicate the study.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	no
	



Reviewer details:

Kevin Francis, Texas A&M University-Kingsville, United Stated of America
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