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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.


	The paper appears to be of importance for the agricultural and climate science communities. It looks at the impact of the rapidly changing climate, especially global warming, on livestock fodder security, which is a hugely important topic globally. It is a systematic effort to screen 30 different fodder cowpea genotypes for their growth and fodder quality under a simulated heat stress environment. Overall, it can be very useful in determining genetic diversity and heat stress tolerance in this important legume. It can also directly help plant breeders by pointing to the specific genotypes that are particularly high-performing or stress-tolerant (e.g. EC240630, BL4, etc.) so that they can be quickly incorporated into breeding programs. This can directly and quickly help with cowpea cultivar development for climate resilience, thereby supporting sustainable livestock production and resilience of the food system in the tropics and subtropics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title.)


	The submitted document does not have a title. This is a required element, and the purpose of the title is to convey the essential information about the manuscript as well as to get the right readers to see the paper.

The suggested alternative title for the paper is:

“Genotypic Variation in Fodder Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.) for Adaptability to Heat Stress: An Evaluation of Growth, Physio-Biochemical Traits, and Fodder Quality”

Reasoning for the suggestion:

Specific: The crop studied is named (Fodder Cowpea (Vigna unguiculata (L.) Walp.)).
Accurate: It states the main experimental factor (Heat Stress) and main objective (Genotypic Variation… for Adaptability). The abstract also mentions elevated CO₂, but the difference between the two environments (409 ppm vs 405 ppm) is trivial and not something that would be considered true “elevated CO₂” by modern standards. So, it is safer to focus on heat stress.
Comprehensive: The key parameters evaluated are mentioned (Growth, Physio-Biochemical Traits, and Fodder Quality). This gives the reader a good idea of what the study covers.
	

	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 is quite well-written and comprehensive. It covers the key points about the rationale, methods, key findings and conclusions. However, I would make a few changes for the sake of clarity and scientific accuracy.

Suggestions for Improvement:

Change the “Elevated CO₂” claim: The abstract states the study evaluates performance under “heat stress and elevated CO₂”. This is factually incorrect given the very small difference in CO₂ levels between the two environments (409 ppm in the polyhouse vs. 405 ppm in the field). The polyhouse environment is higher, but this does not meet the modern standards for a true “elevated CO₂” experiment.

Suggestion: This part of the abstract should be rephrased to better reflect the experimental setup. For instance: “…to evaluate thirty fodder cowpea genotypes for their performance under heat stress. The experiment was conducted in contrasting field and polyhouse environments, with the polyhouse maintained at an approximately 4 °C higher temperature.” This focuses on the variable of interest (heat) while correctly describing the two environments.

Add specificity: The abstract could be improved by including a key quantitative result to give a sense of the magnitudes of the effects.

Suggestion: After mentioning that the polyhouse conditions enhance growth, it would be good to give a specific example. For instance: “Plants grown under polyhouse conditions (approx. 4°C warmer) exhibited significantly enhanced biomass accumulation, while those in the field environment showed approximately 18% higher crude protein content…"

Include top genotypes: For impact, it would be nice to name one or two of the top genotypes in the abstract. This makes the conclusion more tangible for readers.

Suggestion: The final sentence could be changed to: “Genotypes such as EC240630 and COFC-8 consistently demonstrated superior performance, representing valuable genetic resources for breeding programs aimed at developing high-yielding, climate-resilient fodder cowpea varieties.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The dataset presented in the paper is a good one. However, there are several interpretations and minor errors in the text that need to be fixed to be more scientifically accurate.

Major Concern – Interpretation of “Stress”: The study sets up the experiment as evaluating performance under “heat stress” and then concludes that the polyhouse environment is better in terms of biomass yield and LAI. This flies in the face of the stated experimental objective. The polyhouse, despite being significantly hotter (approx. 4 °C), is not a “stress” environment – quite the opposite, judging by the much higher plant height (265.73 cm vs 36.50 cm), LAI, and fodder yield values in the polyhouse! Plants growing there are clearly experiencing less stress, not more. So either the conditions in the polyhouse are not in fact a stress environment despite being hotter, or something else is very wrong with the study. Plants in the polyhouse would have a “greenhouse effect” with higher humidity, less wind, and less evapotranspiration, so the environment was probably far superior to that of the open field. The discussion section should address this point in more detail. This is not so much a “stress vs control” experiment as it is a “protected, warmer environment vs open field environment” experiment.

Major Concern – Elevated CO₂ claim: As stated above, the difference of 4 ppm in CO₂ concentration is not significant and is within the range of daily natural fluctuations. The study cannot draw any valid conclusions about the effects of “elevated CO₂”. Any reference to, or interpretation of, elevated CO₂ as a primary experimental factor should be removed or heavily qualified. The manuscript has a great study on hand that can be framed and discussed as a robust evaluation of heat tolerance and environmental effects.
Data and Text Inconsistencies:

Experiment Date: In the methodology, it is written that the experiment was conducted during “December 2024 – February 2025”. This is a future date, and should of course be changed to the actual year (2023) or at least the previous year if the manuscript is still in review.

Plant Height Comparison: In the Results section under “Plant height”, it says “…TNFC1905 recorded the greatest plant height (290.83 cm), followed by BL2 (191.18 cm), which was on par with GFC3 (39.77 cm)” A value of 191.18 cm cannot be statistically “on par” with 39.77 cm. This sentence is contradictory and needs to be corrected.
Table 3 typo: In Table 3, the “Dry fodder yield” value for Treatment 30 is written as “50.”. It is the only one that is not a two-digit number after the decimal point and is not in line with the other values. This is a typo and should be re-checked and corrected (e.g. to 15.0)
Reference Citation: The methods used to determine proline content are cited as “Sadasivam and Manickam, 1996”. However, in the list of references at the end, the authors have “Sadasivam, S. and Manickam, A. 1966”. The cited year should be changed to the correct one (1996 is the more commonly cited edition of this method).
Sufficiency and Recency of References

The references are sufficient and relevant and have a good mix of foundational methodological references and more recent papers (up to 2024), including recent cowpea-specific work. They also cite the IPCC report, which is great. This is well done.

However, the reference list could be much longer and would help to provide a more in-depth background in the discussion section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The authors could include more studies that specifically look at the interactive effects of heat and other environmental factors
mental parameters on legumes, even if this specific CO₂ part of this study is a weak point.

Research that looks at the physiological mechanisms of thermotolerance in cowpea more deeply would help to bolster the discussion (e.g. heat shock proteins, antioxidant pathways, source-sink relationships under heat, etc.) beyond the references that are already included.

Studies on the “growth dilution effect” of crude protein and fibre on nutrient concentrations in plants under otherwise optimal or near-optimal growing conditions would help to support the discussion in that part of the results section.
	

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


	The quality of the English used in the manuscript is very good and appropriate for scholarly communications. The text is very clear and easy to read, well-structured and with good use of scientific terminology. The writing style is very formal and objective. A final proofread to catch minor typographical errors (as listed in the last section) is suggested before submission, but this is not an issue for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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