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	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 the interrelationship of key quantitative traits in chickpea through both correlation and path coefficient analysis, which is highly relevant for legume breeders. Understanding how traits directly and indirectly influence seed yield is crucial for developing high-yielding genotypes, especially in a self-pollinated crop like chickpea where yield enhancement is complex. The study includes a diverse set of 34 genotypes and uses standard statistical methods to draw conclusions, contributing valuable insights to breeding strategies. Given the global importance of chickpea in food security, especially in semi-arid regions, this research provides meaningful direction for yield improvement efforts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is appropriate and clearly conveys the scope of the study. However, for improved clarity and searchability, the following alternative is suggested:

Alternative Title:
“Correlation and Path Coefficient Analysis of Yield and Its Component Traits in Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.)”


	

	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 adequately summarizes the study, including the methodology, key findings, and implications. However, the following improvements are recommended:

· Redundancy Removal: The sentence “Plant height (cm) had great positive direct effects...” is repeated in a slightly different form and should be condensed.

· Clarity Suggestion: Consider explicitly mentioning the key traits recommended for selection based on path analysis to make the conclusion stronger.

Suggested Edit:
"Seed yield per plant showed a significant positive association with plant height, number of pods per plant, seed index, biological yield, and harvest index. Path analysis revealed that plant height and number of pods per plant had the strongest direct effects on yield, indicating their importance for selection in breeding programs."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (RBD with replications), statistical tools (ANOVA, correlation, and path coefficient analysis), and interpretation of results are appropriate and correctly applied. The findings are well-supported by data presented in tables and diagrams.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, but some are slightly outdated. The majority range from 2008 to 2018, with few newer than that. For a more contemporary touch, it would be beneficial to cite at least one or two studies from the past 5 years (e.g., post-2020) that discuss modern breeding strategies or genomic tools used in chickpea improvement.

Suggested Additions:
· Jha, U. C., Bohra, A., & Singh, N. P. (2020). Breeding for abiotic stress tolerance in chickpea: Present status and future perspectives. Euphytica, 216(2), 1-21.

· Varshney, R. K., Thudi, M., Nayak, S. N., & Gaur, P. M. (2021). Genomic breeding for climate-resilient chickpea: achievements and opportunities. Theoretical and Applied Genetics, 134(6), 1733-1750.


	

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


	The manuscript is mostly written in clear English with proper scientific terminology. However, there are occasional grammatical redundancies and minor typographical issues. A thorough proofreading by a native or professional scientific editor is recommended to refine clarity, sentence structure, and flow.
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