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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 provides region-specific information on the performance of pea varieties against pea aphid under Manipur Valley conditions. Identification of less susceptible varieties can help farmers reduce dependence on chemical insecticides and support sustainable pea cultivation. The study also generates useful germplasm data for future breeding programmes targeting aphid resistance in similar agro-climatic regions. Such field-based screening is crucial for developing resistance databases from understudied areas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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 fairly comprehensive and covers the objective, methodology, key results and conclusion. However, it contains grammatical errors (e.g., “felt under” instead of “fell under”) and inconsistent terminology (“less susceptible” vs. “least susceptible” used in Table 1). 
1. Change “less susceptible” to “least susceptible” to match the categorisation scale in Table 1.

2. Delete repetitive mention of “varieties/cultivars”.
3. All the scientific names should be written in italics.

All the major corrections have been added in form of comments in the original manuscript. Please refer it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, sampling procedure, data transformation and statistical analysis used are appropriate for varietal screening studies. Results are consistent across seasons, and pooled analysis further strengthens the conclusions. The susceptibility categorization is logical, follows the cited scale, and no major issues in data interpretation were noted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderate in number but somewhat dated for a study conducted in 2023–2025. Several citations are from before 2015, and some key references mentioned in the text (e.g., Barlow et al., 1977; Anonymous, 1987; Bhavna Chouhan, 2022) are missing from the list.
Some references are cited but are not included in the reference list of the manuscript and vice-versa.
	

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


	The English quality is below the standard required for scholarly publication. The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, spelling mistakes, inconsistent variety names and typographical issues. Thorough proofreading or professional English editing is required before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major issues include inconsistent spelling of scientific names, mismatch in susceptibility terms between tables and text, missing references and repetitive sentences in the Results and Discussion. Although the tables are generally good, formatting of headers and column alignment needs improvement. Overall, the scientific content is sound and suitable for publication after proper revision.
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