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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.
	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the genetic diversity of chickpea germplasm using Mahalanobis D² statistics, based on 50 genotypes evaluated for 15 phenological, yield-related, physiological, and biochemical traits. The identification of 11 distinct clusters and substantial inter-cluster divergence, particularly between Clusters III and IX, provides useful information for selecting genetically diverse parents and designing effective hybridization programmes. The study also identifies protein content, chlorophyll content, days to 50% flowering, and relative water content as major contributors to genetic divergence, offering important trait-based criteria for chickpea improvement. Overall, the findings can support breeders in broadening the genetic base, generating useful recombinants, and developing high-yielding and physiologically adaptable chickpea varieties, particularly for the arid conditions of Rajasthan.
	



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
	4
Genotype should be plural.
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
Background is lengthy, research gap and justification could be presented more systematically.
	

	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
	3
Clear and standalone objective statement is lacking
	

	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
	3

	

	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
	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
There are important inconsistencies in cluster numbering and genotype allocation in Table 2, as well as some apparent inconsistencies between the textual interpretation and tabulated data.
	

	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


	3
Table 2 contains apparent duplication/misclassification of genotypes and inconsistent cluster numbering, while some figure/table presentation could be improved for readability and accuracy.
	

	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
	3
The discussion is relatively brief and often limited to statements such as “similar findings were reported,” without sufficiently explaining the biological or breeding significance of the similarities and differences.
	

	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
	3
The conclusion contains an overstatement that “cluster I” is the most diverse, whereas the reported maximum intra-cluster distance was actually in Cluster IX. There are also inconsistencies in the cluster/genotype information that should be resolved before the conclusions can be considered fully reliable.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript does not provide a dedicated discussion of study limitations. Important limitations such as evaluation at a single location and season (Rabi 2024–25), the relatively limited number of replications, and the fact that divergence was assessed primarily using phenotypic/biochemical traits rather than molecular markers are not acknowledged. Explicitly stating these limitations would improve the scientific transparency of the manuscript.
	

	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
	3
The manuscript would benefit from additional recent peer-reviewed literature, particularly on chickpea genetic diversity, modern breeding approaches, abiotic-stress adaptation, and the use of molecular/genomic tools.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript is generally understandable, but substantial grammatical, syntactical, and editorial problems occur throughout the text. Examples include incorrect singular/plural usage, awkward sentence construction, inconsistent capitalization, typographical errors, and unclear phrasing. The Results and Discussion section in particular would benefit from comprehensive English-language editing and careful technical proofreading.
	




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.

	The title is relevant but grammatically and technically needs refinement. Suggested title: “Genetic Diversity Analysis of Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) Genotypes Using Mahalanobis D² Statistics.”
	

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

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
The overall methodology is appropriate, but important internal inconsistencies in cluster numbering, genotype allocation, and interpretation need correction. For example, the text states that Cluster IX has the maximum intra-cluster distance, whereas the conclusion describes Cluster I as the “most diverse.” Table 2 also contains apparent duplication/inconsistency in genotype allocation. These issues should be thoroughly verified against the original statistical output before publication.
	

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

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

	No
The references are generally relevant but are relatively limited in number and include several older studies. The manuscript should incorporate more recent peer-reviewed literature on chickpea genetic diversity, stress adaptation, quantitative traits, molecular/genomic diversity, and contemporary breeding approaches. All bibliographic details should also be carefully checked for accuracy and completeness.
	

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

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

	No
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