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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 paper is useful because it gives practical information for mungbean breeding. The use of D² statistics and PCA is standard, but still important, and the results clearly identify divergent parental lines that can be used in hybridization. This is not a big theoretical breakthrough, but the work has value as applied research and will be a reference for breeding programs, especially in regional contexts. Given the importance of mungbean as a cheap protein source, the community will benefit from this study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is fine and clear. If the authors want to be more precise, they could add the methods, for example: “Genetic diversity assessment in mungbean (Vigna radiata) genotypes using D² statistics and PCA.” But honestly, the existing title is also acceptable.
	

	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 covers aim, methods, results, and conclusion. What I miss is one short, very practical sentence about how exactly the identified clusters or genotypes could be used. Right now it repeats some general statements (“analysis showed significant variation”) which doesn’t add much. I would suggest adding one concrete application line (e.g., “cluster V and VI genotypes may be used as parents for heterosis breeding”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is sound, the statistics are correctly applied, and the results make sense. However, the Results and Discussion repeat each other too often, and some of the tables are crowded. There is a duplication of genotype names (for example AVMU-1686 appears more than once) that needs to be cleaned. Otherwise, scientifically the work is solid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are okay. They include classical works (Mahalanobis, Rao) and also recent studies up to 2023. It would be even stronger if the authors add one or two newer, international references (maybe 2024–2025, if available) to broaden the context beyond India. But there is no major gap here.
	

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


	The English is understandable and good enough for communication, but not perfect. There are repetitions, some long sentences, and a few places where word choice is not smooth. A light copy-edit is recommended, but overall it is readable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Tables need some formatting, and the genotype list in Cluster I should be double-checked for duplicates.

  The Discussion is too long and repeats results, can be shortened.

  The Conclusion is a bit too short; add one or two sentences on what the next steps should be (e.g., multi-location testing, proposed crossing plans).

  Methodology: the explanation of plant sampling (“five plants randomly observed”) is not fully clear, it should be described more precisely.

The manuscript presents relevant applied research on genetic diversity in mungbean genotypes, using standard but appropriate statistical tools. The study identifies promising parental lines for breeding, which makes it useful for the community. However, the text would benefit from language editing, removal of repetitions, and careful checking of tables for duplicates. Overall, the work is scientifically sound and suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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