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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The manuscript on Nandyal Gram 1267 is significantly important for scientific community as it highlights a high-yielding, machine-harvestable chickpea cultivar for South Zone India. It's significant for efficient chickpea production, suitable for mechanical harvest, and a better alternative to existing varieties. Also, NBeG 1267 can enhance productivity and reduce labor in Andhra Pradesh, Telangana, Karnataka, and Tamil Nadu.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is scientifically correct 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. No points seem unnecessary for deletion given the concise nature of the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	They are sufficient but, References should be in APA format and arranged alphabetically.
	

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


	The Language is clear and suitable for scholarly communications 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Suggestions for lmprovement:
- Fig.1 showing the flow chart depicting development of NBeG 1267 should be placed before the "Material and Methods" section for logical flow.
- Tables 1-5 should be integrated into the main text under "Results and Discussions" rather than being appendices for better readability and flow.
- References should be rearranged to be in alphabetical order for standard academic formatting.
- Details on descriptive statistical tools like percentage and mean used in analysis should be captured under "Material and Methods" for clarity on data analysis techniques.
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