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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 addresses an economically significant pest, Helicoverpa armigera, which severely limits pea productivity worldwide. Identifying resistant genotypes provides valuable insights for integrated pest management (IPM) and sustainable agricultural practices. The findings contribute to breeding programs aimed at developing resistant cultivars, thereby reducing dependence on chemical pesticides and minimizing ecological damage. Thus, the study offers both practical and scientific relevance in the fields of entomology, agronomy, and sustainable crop protection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Screening of Field Pea (Pisum sativum L.) Genotypes for Resistance against the Pod Borer (Helicoverpa armigera Hübner)
	

	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 effectively summarizes the overall purpose, methodology, key findings, and broader implications of the study. It presents the data in a clear and statistically supported manner, reflecting sound experimental execution. However, a few revisions are suggested to enhance its clarity and conciseness. Minor redundancies, such as the phrase “including the reference genotype FPD 21-148,” can be simplified to make the text more direct. Additionally, the statistical treatment and relationships between variables should be stated more explicitly to strengthen scientific transparency. Finally, separating the presentation of results from the concluding implications would improve the overall readability and logical flow of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study demonstrates several scientific strengths. The experimental design, based on a randomized block design (RBD) with proper replications, is appropriate and ensures reliability and reproducibility of the findings. The use of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for data analysis and the application of transformed values are both statistically sound and reflect careful consideration of data normalization. Furthermore, the discussion section is well-supported by relevant and recent literature, effectively linking the study’s results to previous research in the field of pest resistance and legume improvement.

However, a few corrections are needed to enhance the manuscript’s clarity and accuracy. The formulae provided for calculating pod damage percentage and pest susceptibility percentages are incomplete, as they lack explicit numerators and denominators. These should be clearly written as follows:

Pod damage (%) =Number of damaged pods  / Total number of pods ×100

Pest susceptibility (%) = Pod damage of test genotype / Pod damage of susceptible check × 100

In addition, the Pest Susceptibility Rating (PSR) scale table includes minor inconsistencies, particularly the use of negative ranges, which are illogical for percentage data. These should instead be expressed using ranges such as “≤ 9.9%” to maintain scientific validity. The section titles “2.1 Observation methodology” and “2.2 Grain yield” also need formatting corrections for consistency; for instance, “Observation methodology” should be revised to “Observation Methodology” to match standard heading styles. Finally, certain genotype codes, such as FPD 21-161 to FPD 21-163, appear in the results section but are absent from the “Materials and Methods” list. These discrepancies must be verified and corrected to ensure data consistency and transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is comprehensive and includes recent works (up to 2025).
	

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


	The overall quality of the manuscript’s language is good and generally understandable, allowing readers to follow the content without difficulty. The authors have presented their ideas clearly, and the scientific tone is appropriate for scholarly communication. However, a few language and stylistic refinements would improve readability and coherence.

Repetition should be minimized, particularly the overuse of certain words such as “pea,” which appears multiple times within the same sentence in some sections. Consistency in verb tense is also essential—methodological descriptions should remain in the past tense, while the discussion and interpretation of results should be presented in the present tense to maintain clarity and standard scientific convention. Additionally, transitions between paragraphs can be improved to ensure a smoother logical flow, helping readers better understand how one section connects to the next.

Minor grammatical adjustments are also recommended. For instance, the sentence “...recorded the weekly mean larval population on 10 randomly selected plants per genotype” would read more fluently as “...recorded the weekly mean larval population from ten randomly selected plants per genotype.” Similarly, “FPD 21-148 genotype was used as a susceptible check” should be revised to “Genotype FPD 21-148 was used as a susceptible check” for improved conciseness and grammatical accuracy. These small revisions will enhance the overall professionalism and readability of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is valuable and makes an important contribution by addressing a key gap in regional data on pest resistance in Pisum sativum. By evaluating multiple field pea genotypes against Helicoverpa armigera, the research provides practical insights that can aid in developing resistant cultivars and improving integrated pest management strategies.

To enhance the scientific rigor and presentation quality of the manuscript, a few additional improvements are recommended. Figures should include clearly defined axis labels, appropriate measurement units, and statistical indicators such as standard error bars to provide a more accurate visual representation of data variability. Incorporating a correlation or regression analysis between pod damage and yield would also strengthen the quantitative relationships discussed in the study and add more depth to the interpretation of results.

Furthermore, including a brief description of environmental parameters such as temperature, humidity, and rainfall during the study period would provide valuable context for understanding pest population dynamics and their influence on genotype performance. Lastly, while the conclusions are well-written and effectively summarize the key findings, they could be further strengthened with a forward-looking statement. For example, adding a line such as “Further molecular and biochemical screening is recommended to identify resistance-associated traits for use in pea improvement programs” would enhance the conclusion by highlighting future research directions and broader scientific significance.
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