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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 is well structured and provides valuable contribution to spice genetics and breeding as it addresses a critical need in cardamom breeding and its genetic variability for important commercial biochemical traits.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is accurate and suitable.
	

	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 is comprehensive. 

	

	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.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	Yes, the language is suitable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
According to the introduction, cardamom is classified into three (3) types. Hence, the author should specify which of the 18 accessions (G1-G18) and 3 check varieties (C1-C3) belong to the Malabar, Mysore, and Vazhakka types. 

For clarity, explicitly state the threshold used for categorization (e.g GCV and PCV values were categorized as high (>20%) and moderate (10-20%). This was mentioned in the conclusion but it should be mentioned first in the discussion.


From table 2, Antioxidant activity is 24.04 and not 15.99. This should be confirmed & corrected in the discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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