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PART 1: Comments

	
	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  topic  is  relevant from  an  applied  standpoint: seed  quality  and  vigor  in  chickpea directly affect  crop establishment in marginal and rainfed environments. The “seed priming” line with plant growth regulators is pertinent and of interest to the seed science community. However, the contribution depends on rigorous methodology (formulas, index references, design and statistics) and an experimental plan that enables optimal dose estimation. In its current form, the scientific utility is limited by methodological and statistical shortcomings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	
The title is descriptive and consistent with the scope, but generic. Suggested improvements: Hormonal seed priming and chickpea seed quality: effects of concentrations and priming durations; or, Effects of hormonal priming on seed quality and vigor of 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.
	
Partially. Please add: (i) design, number of replications and seasons/years; (ii) statistical methods (ANOVA, mean comparison test, significance level); (iii) clear definition of the main indices (Vigour I/II) or references to formulas;  (iv)  effect  sizes  (mean±SE)  with  explicit  indication  of  statistical  significance;  and  (v)  remove repetitions of information that belong to Materials and Methods.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
Missing elements include: (a) formulas and references for indices (Vigor I/II, GV, RGI, etc.); (b) full statistical description (model, assumptions, F, df, p, mean comparison test); (c) justification of the design (CRD) given the large number of treatments—an RCBD would better control heterogeneity; (d) a dose plan  enabling  regression  and  optimal  dose  estimation  (only  two  doses  per  hormone  are  insufficient); (e) operational details (germination conditions, ISTA/AOSA standards used, viability criteria). These issues undermine validity and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
Insufficient and not up-to-date for methods. Please include classic sources for indices (Abdul-Baki & Anderson for Vigour II; Maguire for germination rate/mean daily; Ranal & Santana for germination metrics), recent ISTA/AOSA rules, and current reviews/studies on hormonal priming and seed germination physiology (Bewley et al.; Marcos-Filho; 2018–2025 reviews).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	
Understandable, but requires scientific English editing: standardize terminology, define abbreviations at first mention, reduce repetition and anthropomorphism, and improve flow in Results and Discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments
	
I recommend redesigning the study (fewer hormones, more dose levels; RCBD; enable regression to estimate optimal dose) or repositioning as a technical note with a clearly limited scope. In its current form, it lacks proper statistics and methodological definitions.
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PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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