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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important subject in chickpea improvement under drought stress and contributes useful data for breeding programs. The study is relevant and timely

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is quite relevant to the research conducted by the authors and sounds good.

	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive; however, it is very detailed; it should be shortened and made more result-oriented.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows the structure and format of a typical research article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are enough! However, authors may include the latest citations regarding chickpea production and related statistics. 
	

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


	No, the manuscript requires thorough editing for grammar, conciseness, and scientific tone. There are no major grammar issues, and authors can easily revise it for language editing. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	Weaknesses and suggested improvements are summarized section-wise as follows: 

Introduction: Too descriptive; needs focus on the specific research gap.

Methods: Adequately described, but limited replication (two) should be acknowledged; trait units should be standardized.

Results and Discussion: The interpretation of results is repetitive and lacks comparative depth in relation to recent literature; practical breeding implications should be emphasized more strongly.
Figures and Tables: Presentation should be improved for clarity (e.g., simplified tables, use of error bars where applicable).
Conclusion: A restatement of results reported by authors should be revised to highlight broader breeding applications and future perspectives.
References: Relevant but inconsistently formatted; need strict adherence to journal style.
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