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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 addresses an agronomically relevant and timely issue — the identification of drought-tolerant Vigna radiata genotypes across maturity groups. With climate variability increasingly threatening pulse production, studies focusing on terminal drought stress tolerance are crucial for ensuring yield stability and food security in semi-arid regions. The work contributes valuable screening data that may support future breeding programs and germplasm selection. Although primarily applied in nature, the findings have clear practical implications for crop improvement under water-limited conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the core focus of the study. It clearly indicates the species, the trait under investigation, and the comparative approach across maturity groups. However, it could be slightly shortened to improve readability and impact. A possible alternative could be:

“Evaluation of Green Gram (Vigna radiata) Genotypes for Terminal Drought Stress Tolerance Across Maturity Groups.”

This version conveys the same information in a more concise and polished form.
	

	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, it is. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes it is. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but somewhat outdated; adding recent studies (2020–2024) on drought physiology and screening in pulses would improve the manuscript’s relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes it is. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is relevant and contributes useful screening data on Vigna radiata under terminal drought stress, but it reads mainly as a descriptive report. The authors are encouraged to deepen the discussion by highlighting the physiological or biochemical mechanisms underlying the observed genotypic differences. Some figures and tables could be streamlined to reduce redundancy, and the English language should be refined for smoother flow and clearer expression of ideas. Strengthening these aspects would significantly improve the manuscript’s overall impact and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are not. 
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