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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.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive overview of the physiological, biochemical, and genetic responses of field peas to various abiotic stresses, including drought, salinity, heavy metals, and heat. By compiling recent advances in breeding, biotechnology, and transgenic approaches, it offers valuable insights into developing stress-resilient pea cultivars. This knowledge is critical for researchers, agronomists, and plant breeders aiming to improve crop productivity and sustainability under changing climatic conditions. The findings contribute significantly to the global effort of ensuring food security and promoting climate-smart agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The original title "Abiotic Constraints in Field pea (Pisum sativum L.) - Impact and Approaches for Improvement" is clear and informative, but it could be slightly refined for better flow and scientific appeal. Here are a few polished alternatives that maintain your original intent:

· "Abiotic Constraints in Field Pea (Pisum sativum L.): Impacts and Strategies for Improvement"
· "Addressing Abiotic Stresses in Field Pea (Pisum sativum L.): Effects and Improvement Approaches"
· "Impact of Abiotic Stresses on Field Pea (Pisum sativum L.) and Prospective Strategies for Tolerance"
· "Field Pea under Abiotic Stress: Impacts, Challenges, and Improvement Strategies"

	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract does provide a good overview of the main topics discussed in the manuscript especially the impacts of abiotic stresses on field pea and the possible improvement strategies through breeding and biotechnology. However, it could be strengthened by:

Suggestions for improvement:
1. Include specific stress factors:
Mention explicitly which abiotic stresses are covered (e.g., drought, salinity, heavy metals, heat). This gives clarity upfront.

2. Emphasize key findings or insights:
Highlight a few key mechanisms or discoveries (e.g., antioxidant response, changes in root morphology, or relevant genes identified) to add scientific value.

3. Add significance and scope:
Briefly mention the broader significance such as implications for food security, sustainable agriculture, or adaptability to climate change.

4. Clarify the approaches discussed:
Indicate that both traditional and modern methods (e.g., breeding, molecular techniques, transgenics) are explored.

5. Refine for flow and conciseness:
Reorganize slightly to make the logic tighter start with the problem, then the impact, then the approaches, and finish with importance.

Suggested revised abstract:
Field pea (Pisum sativum L.) is an important cool-season legume valued for its nutritional and agronomic benefits. However, its productivity is significantly hampered by various abiotic stresses, including drought, salinity, heat, and heavy metal toxicity. These stresses affect physiological and biochemical processes such as photosynthesis, antioxidant enzyme activity, and root development, leading to reduced growth and yield. This review examines the plant's adaptive mechanisms to these stressors and explores traditional breeding, biotechnological, and transgenic approaches aimed at enhancing stress tolerance. Understanding these responses is essential for developing resilient cultivars suited to changing climatic conditions. The insights presented here contribute to sustainable agricultural practices and support the global need for food security in the face of environmental challenges.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct overall and provides a well-structured and informative review of the impact of abiotic stresses on field pea (Pisum sativum L.), along with various strategies for improvement.

However, a few points could enhance its scientific rigor:

· Clarity and precision:
Some sentences are slightly vague or repetitive. More precise language—especially in describing physiological mechanisms would strengthen scientific accuracy.
· Terminology consistency:
Maintain consistent use of scientific terms (e.g., ROS, antioxidant enzymes, photosynthesis parameters) and avoid overly general phrases like “change in plant behavior.”

· Data support:
While many studies are cited, integrating specific results (like numerical data or measurable impacts) where possible would make the scientific claims stronger.

· Updated references:
Most of the references are appropriate, but including more recent studies (past 5 years) where relevant would enhance the manuscript’s currency and relevance.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically sound but would benefit from minor revisions for clarity, specificity, and up-to-date citations. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic. However, there are a few considerations:

1. Recent research:
While the references are comprehensive, many of the cited studies date back several years, with some as far as the early 2000s. For a topic like abiotic stress in plants, it is important to include the most recent research (within the past 5 years), especially as new findings in stress biology and plant breeding technologies are emerging rapidly.

2. Recent reviews and meta-analyses:
Including recent review articles or meta-analyses can help place the study in the context of the broader body of research. These types of references would provide a holistic understanding of current developments and challenges in the field.

3. Key authors or research groups:
If not already included, studies from key authors or leading research groups in plant stress biology, molecular breeding, and abiotic stress tolerance should be incorporated. Authors such as:

· S. K. Gupta (for recent advancements in drought tolerance in legumes)
· D. R. Pathak (for studies on salinity tolerance in pulses)
· M. A. Ghosh (on heavy metal tolerance in leguminous crops)
4. Biotechnological Advances:
Given the focus on improving stress tolerance through breeding and biotechnological methods, references to recent biotechnological advancements such as CRISPR/Cas9 technology, transgenic approaches in legumes, or molecular marker-assisted breeding should be incorporated.


	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas that could benefit from refinement to improve clarity, coherence, and flow. Below are a few suggestions:

1. Grammar and Syntax:
· There are minor grammatical errors and awkward sentence structures that could be streamlined for better readability. For instance, some long sentences could be broken up to improve clarity.

Example:
"The change in climate leads to variation in precipitation, temperature, and soil nature because of the increase in salt and heavy metal."
Could be rephrased as:
"Climate change leads to variations in precipitation, temperature, and soil characteristics, including increased levels of salt and heavy metals."
2. Consistency and terminology:
· Ensure consistency in terminology, especially when discussing stress types (e.g., "salinity stress" vs. "salt stress"). Consistent usage helps the reader follow the argument without confusion.

· Terms such as "abiotic stress" should be defined or elaborated upon if used frequently, to ensure clarity for readers who might be less familiar with the specific terminology.

3. Academic tone:
· Some sections could benefit from a more formal academic tone. For example, phrases like "this does not enhance food security" could be refined to "this contributes to enhancing food security."

· Avoid conversational language in some parts. For instance, "In the future, the paper imagines a scenario..." could be revised to "Future research is likely to explore..." to maintain a more professional tone.

4. Phrasing and clarity:
· Certain phrases could be simplified to enhance readability without losing scientific rigor. For example, "Field peas display mechanisms that include adjusting root growth and activating antioxidant enzymes during drought conditions..." could be more clearly stated as:
"Field peas exhibit adaptive mechanisms, such as adjusting root growth and activating antioxidant enzymes, to cope with drought conditions."
5. Punctuation and structure:
· Use appropriate punctuation to break up long paragraphs or sections of text. This would improve the readability and flow of the manuscript.

· Some sections would benefit from clearer subheadings or transitions to guide the reader through the content.

6. Jargon:
· While scientific terminology is necessary, try to reduce overly technical or dense phrasing where possible without sacrificing scientific accuracy. For instance, explaining terms like "photosynthetic electron transport" or "oxidized glutathione" in lay terms or offering definitions could improve the accessibility of the manuscript.

Overall assessment:

The manuscript is mostly suitable for scholarly communication, but small improvements in grammar, clarity, and tone would enhance its overall readability and effectiveness. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· All scientific names (genus and species) must be consistently italicized throughout the manuscript (e.g., Pisum sativum, Arabidopsis thaliana).

· The authors are advised to carefully revise the manuscript according to the journal's formatting and style guidelines, both in terms of content (fond) and form (forme), including headings, reference formatting, and figure/table placement (if applicable).

· Although generally understandable, the manuscript would benefit from a professional language edit to enhance clarity, grammar, and scholarly tone.

· While sufficient, a few more recent references (from the last 5 years) related to molecular breeding and genome editing for abiotic stress tolerance in legumes could strengthen the manuscript.

· Certain sentences appear to be taken directly from other sources. These should be carefully rephrased in the authors’ own words to avoid plagiarism and enhance originality.

Based on the content provided and the evaluation of the manuscript, I would assign the following score:
-
Justification and Recommendation:

-
The manuscript is scientifically sound, and it provides a comprehensive overview of the impact of abiotic constraints (such as drought, heat, salinity, and heavy metals) on field pea (Pisum sativum L.).

-
The methodology and approaches discussed, including biotechnological and transgenic strategies, are well-explained and align with current scientific knowledge and recent trends in crop improvement.

-
The language and structure are mostly clear, though there is room for improvement in clarity, conciseness, and overall flow. A thorough language revision is recommended to ensure scholarly communication standards are met.

-
The references are generally sufficient, though it is advisable to include a few more recent citations, particularly from the past 5 years, focusing on genetic and molecular advances in abiotic stress tolerance in legumes.

-
There are no apparent ethical or competing interest issues.

-
The authors are advised to revise the manuscript following the formatting and style guidelines of the journal, especially regarding scientific names (genus and species), which should be italicized consistently throughout the manuscript.

-
There are some instances of phrasing that closely resemble existing sources. While this does not constitute major plagiarism, the authors should rephrase those sentences to improve originality and academic integrity.

However, the manuscript would benefit from minor revisions to improve the clarity of certain sections, correct minor language issues, and possibly include a few more recent references to enhance the overall quality.
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