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PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	I believe that this manuscript provides valuable insights on genetic diversity and trait associations among 57 field pea genotypes using Principal Component Analysis. This application reduces complex phenotypic data into interpretable components, constituting this way in a methodological model for similar diversity studies in pulse crops. This research supports food security and sustainable agriculture in the face of climatic and production
changes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	I think it is suitable and appropriate.
	

	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, I believe the abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the entire study. It successfully provides clear approach, major results, and their significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This research uses PCA in order to make analysis on the genetic variability in the pea field and I think it presents all the insights in a proper way. However, I am not sure about the methodology, because it seems to be unclear, thus I consider a major revision is required in
this field. Also, some rotation methods are not specified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are.
	

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

	Optional/General comments
	Chapter Conclusions is too short, it should be more developed and present more developed the conclusions of the research. I recommend major revisions and re shape Material and methods and mention all the methods.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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