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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 deals with assessment of genetic diversity in Indian potato cultivars using AFLP markers, which is a relevant area for crop improvement and breeding. The study provides useful information on the genetic base of commonly cultivated varieties and highlights the extent of divergence among them. Such information can be helpful for selecting suitable parental lines in breeding programmes. However, the manuscript in its present form needs improvement in presentation, clarity, and interpretation before it can be considered for publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NO

The abstract needs revision. At present, it is somewhat lengthy and contains grammatical errors. The objective, key findings and conclusion should be presented more clearly and in a concise manner. Some sentences can be shortened and simplified for better readability.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The background is adequate and provides necessary context. However, the flow can be improved by organizing the information more logically and reducing some repetitive statements.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The objectives are stated, but they can be made more precise and explicitly highlighted at the end of the introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
The literature cited is relevant, but inclusion of more recent studies would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The methodology is appropriate and generally well described. Minor clarification in some steps would improve reproducibility.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
The results are presented, but clarity can be improved. Some parts are difficult to follow and could be better structured.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
Figures and tables are relevant but need better labeling and clearer captions.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Some linkage is present, but it is limited. More comparison with previous studies is required.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript does not clearly discuss its limitations. This should be included.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
References are adequate but formatting needs correction and some recent studies can be added.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript requires careful language editing. There are grammatical errors and unclear sentences in several sections.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract needs to be rewritten for clarity, conciseness, and proper structure. It currently contains grammatical issues and lacks a clear flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but needs improvement
The work is scientifically sound, but the discussion section requires better interpretation and stronger linkage with previous studies. The practical implications of the findings should also be explained more clearly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
However, formatting should be standardized and inclusion of more recent references is recommended.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript contains useful data and is relevant to the field. However, it requires major revision in terms of discussion, language, and presentation. The interpretation of results should be strengthened, and the manuscript should be carefully edited before it can be considered for publication.
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