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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.
	Mungbean (Vigna radiata L.) is an important short-duration pulse crop, and information on genetic diversity is fundamental to designing effective hybridization programmes. This study evaluates fifteen mungbean genotypes for thirteen quantitative and physiological traits and uses Mahalanobis' D2 statistic with Tocher's clustering to classify them into five genetically distinct groups. The identification of promising genotypes (e.g., IPM-604-1, MH-1762, NANDI GOLD) with complementary yield and physiological attributes is of direct practical value for mungbean breeding programmes. The work is a sound, appropriately scoped contribution for a Master's-level study and should be of interest to pulse breeders and germplasm curators.
	



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
	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
	4 - Minor numeric inconsistency: Abstract states 'fourteen' characters while the rest of the manuscript consistently uses 'thirteen' (see manuscript comment).
	

	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 - Content is relevant; keywords are not in alphabetical order (minor, see manuscript comment).
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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 - References are recent and relevant, but very few are actually cited by name in the Discussion (see manuscript comment on citation integration).
	

	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
	3 - Overall approach (Mahalanobis D2 / Tocher's method) is appropriate, but experimental design, replication, location/season and measurement protocols for physiological traits are not reported (see manuscript comment).
	

	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
	N/A - Standard field trial with crop genotypes; no human/animal subject or biosafety concerns apparent.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Narrative is clear, but hindered by a table-numbering mismatch and a missing table (see manuscript comments).
	

	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 4 (cluster means) is referenced in text but missing; Table 1 summary rows show a column-alignment issue; no figures present (see manuscript comments).
	

	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 - Discussion frequently uses generic 'recent studies have shown' phrasing without specific citation (see manuscript comment).
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3 - No explicit limitations paragraph, though some appropriate interpretive caution is shown (e.g., re: IPM-604-1 vs MH-1762 yield difference).
	

	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
	4 - 20 relevant, recent (2021-2026) references; a few reference-list formatting inconsistencies noted (see manuscript comment).
	

	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
	4
	




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.

	YES.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES, with one minor correction needed - please change 'fourteen' to 'thirteen' quantitative and physiological characters to match the rest of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, overall scientifically sound. A few corrections are needed before acceptance - please see the attached manuscript comments, especially: the missing Table 4 (cluster means), the Table 2/Table 3 numbering mismatch, the confusing paragraph about a 'missing entry' that does not reflect the actual table content, and the column-alignment issue in Table 1's summary rows.

This is a competent Master's-level study on genetic diversity in mungbean using standard, appropriate multivariate methods (Mahalanobis D2, Tocher's clustering). I recommend Minor Revision. The most important points for the authors to address are: (i) inserting the missing Table 4 (cluster mean performance), (ii) correcting the Table 2/Table 3 numbering mismatch, (iii) removing the confusing paragraph about a 'missing entry' in Table 2/3 that does not reflect the actual table content, and (iv) rechecking the alignment of the summary-statistics rows in Table 1. None of these require new experiments or additional data collection.

	

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

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

	YES (sufficient in number and recency: 20 references, mostly 2021-2026). Suggestion: most references are not linked to specific statements in the Discussion - please add specific in-text citations (see manuscript comment).
	

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

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

	NO. Based on the information available in the manuscript, no ethical concerns (plagiarism, data fabrication, human/animal subject issues) were identified during this review.
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