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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 submission addresses an important agricultural and ecological topic by examining pest incidence on cluster bean (guar) in relation to weather factors. Understanding seasonal pest dynamics and their correlation with abiotic variables is valuable for the scientific community, especially for entomologists and agronomists focusing on pest management and crop planning. The data collected (from the 2024 Kharif season in Gwalior, India) provides region-specific insights that can help in forecasting pest outbreaks and in formulating integrated pest management strategies under varying climatic conditions. While the study is somewhat site and season-specific, it contributes useful empirical evidence to the broader body of knowledge in agricultural engineering on how environmental factors influence pest populations, an area of growing importance given uneven observations in climate variability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. 
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a concise summary of the study, covering the essential elements: the context (Kharif 2024 season, location, and target crop), the key pests observed (jassid, whitefly, mites), and the main findings (peak pest populations in 38th SMW and their significant correlations with specific weather parameters at the 5% significance level). This gives readers a quick understanding of what was done and discovered. A few improvements could enhance the abstract’s clarity and completeness. For instance, the abstract could explicitly state the study’s objective (e.g., to correlate pest incidence with weather variables) and could include a brief concluding sentence about the implications of the findings for pest management or forecasting. Additionally, specifying the significance level (p-value) for the correlations in standard format (e.g., “significant at p < 0.05”) would be clearer to readers. Overall, the abstract is fairly comprehensive; I would only suggest adding a bit more context or concluding insight to strengthen it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound in its methodology and analysis. The study was conducted in an appropriate setting (an entomology research farm) and tracked pest populations on cluster bean plants throughout the growing season, which is a suitable approach to capture seasonal incidence. The methods are described with sufficient detail: the authors sowed cluster bean under natural conditions (without insecticide) and monitored pest populations weekly on randomly selected plants, which is standard practice for such field studies. They also collected relevant meteorological data (temperature, humidity, rainfall) from a nearby observatory. The use of correlation analysis (and simple linear regression, as evidenced by Table 3) to examine the relationships between pest populations and weather factors is appropriate for the study’s aims. The results are presented clearly, showing that all three pests reached peak populations around the same time (38th Standard Meteorological Week) and highlighting which weather variables showed significant correlations with each pest. These findings are biologically plausible and are supported by comparisons to previous studies (the authors cite recent literature where similar trends were observed, lending credibility to their results).
One aspect that could be addressed more explicitly is the discussion of uncertainty and limitations. Since the data come from a single season and location, there is an inherent limitation in how universally the results can be interpreted – yearly variations or different regions might yield different correlation strengths. The authors have noted significance at the 5% level for certain correlation coefficients (for example, jassid with rainfall, whitefly with minimum temperature and rainfall, mites with minimum temperature), but they might consider discussing the modest coefficient of determination (R²) values reported in Table 3. For instance, even the strongest correlation (mites vs. minimum temperature) had R² ~0.53, indicating about half the variance explained; other relationships had R² around 0.31–0.41. A brief acknowledgement of these values would convey the degree of uncertainty and suggest that while correlations exist, other factors or intrinsic variability also play a role in pest population dynamics. Despite these minor issues, the study’s design and analysis are fundamentally correct and robust for an observational field study. The conclusions drawn (e.g., that rainfall positively influences whitefly incidence, and lower night-time temperatures favor whitefly and mite build-up) are supported by the data and aligned with known entomological patterns. I find the manuscript scientifically valid and technically sound, with the above-mentioned areas of uncertainty appropriately modest and addressable through minor additions to the discussion.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is sufficient and includes a good mix of recent and relevant literature. The authors have cited several recent studies (e.g., Dawar et al. 2022; Sharma et al. 2023; Nishikant et al. 2024) that investigate pest incidence on cluster bean or similar crops under different weather conditions, which shows that the work is contextualized within current research. These citations strengthen the manuscript by comparing the present results with existing knowledge. In addition, older sources that provide background information (such as Mudgil et al. 2014 for cluster bean applications, Yaduraju 2006 for crop loss context, and GOI 2020 for agricultural statistics) are appropriately included. This breadth of references indicates that the authors have covered both historical context and up-to-date findings. I did not identify any major relevant study that was overlooked in the references; however, if available, the authors might consider including a recent review on climate change or weather effects on crop pests to further underscore the importance of such studies (this is optional, as the current references already make the case). One note: the references section has a few minor formatting and typographical issues that should be corrected for consistency (for example, “beanassociated” should be “bean associated”, “gird gegion” should be “Gird region”, and journal names like The Pharma Innovation Journal should be spaced properly). Otherwise, the number and recency of references are adequate.
	

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


	Yes, the English is Suitable 
	

	Optional/General comments


	It would be beneficial to include the scientific name of cluster bean (Cyamopsis tetragonoloba) either in the title or at least at first mention in the abstract, to ensure clarity for international readers who may not be familiar with the common name. Consider adding a brief statement in the abstract and conclusion about the practical implications of the findings (e.g., how knowing the peak pest incidence and weather correlations can aid farmers or pest management programs). This will highlight the significance of the work.

Please double-check the formatting of units and ranges: for example, use a proper en-dash or “to” in temperature ranges and include a degree symbol (e.g., “30–35 °C” instead of “30-35 oC”). Consistently include a space between the number and the unit (as in “35 °C”).

A few specific grammar corrections are suggested for clarity: e.g., change “the present finding supported by Dawar et al. (2022)” to “the present finding is supported by Dawar et al. (2022)”; and “sucking insect pests were appeared from August” to “sucking insect pests first appeared in August”. Also, ensure acronyms are defined on first use (e.g., WAS is used in the text – presumably “weeks after sowing” – and should be explained).

While the study is sound, discussing its limitations would strengthen the paper. For instance, note that the observations are from a single season in one region; future studies could include multiple seasons or locations to verify if these patterns hold more widely. A short acknowledgment of this in the discussion would transparently address the uncertainty and scope of inference of the results.
Very nice work overall! 

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 details)
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