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	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 offers significant insights into formulating sustainable strategies to alleviate terminal heat stress in field pea, a crop of global nutritional importance. By examining the impact of different foliar-applied chemicals, especially salicylic acid and thiourea, it enhances comprehension of the physiological and biochemical processes that facilitate heat tolerance. The study's results not only improve our understanding of stress physiology, but they also give us useful and cheap ways to improve seed quality and productivity in warmer climates. These results are significant for researchers, breeders, and policymakers concentrating on climate-resilient pulse production and food security.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Evaluation of Foliar Chemical Sprays for Improving Seed Quality of Field Pea (Pisum sativum var. arvense L.) under Terminal Heat Stress," is suitable as it clearly reflects the scope, crop species, and main focus of the research.
	

	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.


	Consider deleting repetitive sentences about reductions under late sown conditions and focusing on the most relevant results. Add a brief, clear conclusion highlighting broader significance. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the information provided, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. It presents a clear research aim, adopts a valid experimental design with appropriate controls and replication, and measures relevant seed quality parameters under heat stress conditions.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, but There are minor repetitions, and a few sentences in the abstract and discussion could be streamlined for improved clarity and flow, addressing redundancy and sentence structure. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The abstract and some sections repeat concepts and results unnecessarily, which reduces clarity and can distract readers.​

· Sentence construction in some paragraphs is verbose or ambiguous, occasionally impacting readability and precise communication.​

· While the experimental approach is generally clear, some methodological details—such as exact replication structure or statistical techniques—are only briefly mentioned, which may hinder reproducibility.​

· There is an insufficient description of the statistical analysis performed (e.g., tests for significance, assumptions checked), which is crucial for validating the results.​

· Although the study cites relevant literature, some of the references could be updated with more recent findings to strengthen the research context and discussion.​

· Potential limitations and sources of bias in the experimental design or external validity are not discussed, which is essential for a balanced scientific manuscript.​

· The abstract could be streamlined to eliminate repetitions and provide a more succinct summary
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