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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title: The title is well articulated and up to date to address the current issues specially with respect to agrometeorological indices; but I suggest if the title has to be modified as: Field Pea Performance in Relation to Agrometeorological Indices Across Different Sowing widows


	

	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: The abstract lacks the main components of its type, for example the author used two factors in a factorial arrangement with RBD but it also mentioned that as it has the main plot and sub plot factors which is not supportive for RBD with two factor experiments. I suggest here they need to revise whether it is factorial experiment or split plot design. And also, the author lacks to give the final say on the fate of the research output (no recommendation). 

The key words lack order of A-to-Z arrangement; so, it is better to arrange in such away.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction: 

Introduction is very well written and informative, but the first paragraph is written with old reference (2007) which I suggest the recent one, the second paragraph did not have reference, the fourth paragraph have old references as well and the last paragraph lacks references. 
Material and methods: 

It is very well mentioned, but the author should be careful whenever describing the design of the experiment.

Results: 

Although a single season work has been made, in this part the author/s tried to put and discussed several parameters assessed during the experiment but I suggest to put the tables and LSD (P ≤ 0.05) values for mean comparison in which has to be used for drawing of inferences. Otherwise, it seems a simple mean comparison in which statistically un acceptable. 

I was expected the authors have done analysis by putting tables and figures with in the text and out it any discussion and conclusion can be made. But the author/s puts the tables at the end of the article in which the reader found difficult to grasp the ideas easily. 

· More over the author/s mentioned that there is table 1 but it seems in the appendices. And also though it is not informative in statistical terms. When they mentioned one mean value is significantly higher/better than the others there has to be mentioned the level of the significance and in the table, there has to be alphabetical representations which helps the reader to catch easily the most out- performed treatments.

· All the Agrometeorological indices kept at the end of the article but the results found to be mostly unclear and in which method they generate the result still difficult to understand. So, I suggest them to improve first by incorporating the tables in the main body of the article and then when one treatment exhibits a certain characteristic better to mention as if the paper is read by any body else.  

Discussion: In this section the author is expected to mention why a given parameter is happened as it is and supplemented his/her reasoning with others work. In this part he/she lacks current studies which can support the findings. Even there are few references used they are outdated. I suggest the author/s to support their finding with latest literatures and recent works done by others. 

Conclusion part:

In conclusion part: The author/s tried to put what they found in their work but they did not mention the “then what” inquiries. I suggest them to put their recommendations based on the findings they observed.

My final decision with the regard to this article

It can be published after considering and attending all the comments provided appropriately.
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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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