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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 contributes meaningfully to the field of plant breeding and genetics by examining the correlation and path coefficients of yield-related traits in garden pea (Pisum sativum L.). Such insights are vital for identifying key traits for selection in breeding programs aimed at improving pod yield. The large germplasm set (115 genotypes + 6 checks) enhances the reliability of the conclusions. The study's practical implications for varietal selection and yield improvement are noteworthy, especially for subtropical agro-ecological conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Partially. While the current title is descriptive, it can be refined for clarity.
Suggested alternative:
"Trait Association and Path Analysis for Yield Improvement in Garden Pea (Pisum sativum 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. The abstract provides the background, methods, and key findings, but includes an irrelevant phrase (“endoscopy for esophageal varices”) which must be removed. Sentence structure in the results section needs improvement for clarity. Also, using consistent statistical terminology will strengthen its scientific tone.
Suggested Edits:
· Delete the unrelated medical reference.

· Improve clarity in the sentence: “seed yield per plant has a significantly substantial and positive relationship with the number of pods per plant...”
→ "Seed yield per plant showed a significant and positive correlation with the number of pods per plant, 100-seed weight, number of seeds per pod, and total soluble solids."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Largely correct. The study uses established statistical methods (correlation and path analysis per Dewey and Lu) and analyses are performed using credible tools (SPAD and R). However, some results are redundantly stated, and a few methodological clarifications are needed—such as clearly distinguishing between pod yield per plant and per hectare, and eliminating duplicated table blocks. Additionally, minor inconsistencies exist in trait abbreviation usage and interpretation of path coefficients (e.g., which traits show direct vs. indirect effects).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The manuscript is well-supported by recent references (2021–2024), including key studies on pea breeding. Some classic references (Dewey and Lu, 1959; Al-Jibouri et al., 1958) are appropriately cited.
Optional Suggestion: Include a few international studies for broader context if available.
	

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


	Partially. The manuscript needs editing for grammar, sentence structure, and clarity. Frequent misuse of articles (“the plant height”, “the pod yield quintal”) and redundancies should be corrected. Some sections of the Results and Discussion repeat information unnecessarily. Professional language editing is recommended for scholarly readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Tables should not repeat; ensure Table 1 and Table 2 are properly formatted and presented only once.

  Avoid merging medical content accidentally (as seen in the abstract).

  Standardize all abbreviations in a glossary or within the first use in each section.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No. The study is based on field trials with no human or animal subjects. No ethical issues are apparent.
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