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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 presents a well-structured simulation-based study on genetic variability, correlation, PCA, and cluster analysis in bread wheat (Triticum aestivum L.). The statistical workflow is coherent and pedagogically strong, particularly for teaching quantitative genetics and plant breeding analysis using an augmented design.The paper is technically organized and logically interpreted. However, several areas require revision to improve scientific rigor, clarity, formatting, and journal readiness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Modify the title to: Genetic Diversity Analysis in Simulated Wheat (Triticum aestivum 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.


	Abstract of the article is too long (journal abstracts usually 200–250 words). Condense slightly for journal submission. Rewrite the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, based on standard agronomic principles, proper experimental design, and logical data interpretation. With minor corrections in formatting, clarity, and consistency, it is suitable for academic publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several recent and relevant citations are missing (e.g., Sharma 2025;Praveen 2025,Shrungar 2025; Ahmed 2025). Check and update the references carefully.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is acceptable but requires moderate editing to improve grammar, clarity, and scholarly readability. A round of professional English editing or author revision is recommended before submission to a peer-reviewed journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables – Formatting Improvements

· Use consistent decimal places.

· Align units (e.g., g plant⁻¹).

· Ensure statistical symbols are italicized (r, p).

· Standardize CV% to two decimals consistently.
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	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 detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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