Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Plant & Soil Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJPSS_153572

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Grain morphological traits confer tolerance to bruchid (Callosobruchus maculatus) infestation of stored green gram

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The study demonstrates that seed morphological traits significantly influence tolerance to the bruchid in green gram during storage. The findings provide clear evidence that physical seed traits can serve as reliable selection criteria in breeding programs targeting bruchid resistance. This research supports sustainable, pesticide-free postharvest management strategies to reduce storage losses and enhance food security in legume production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, suitable 
	

	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 generally well-structured and covers the background, objective, methodology, major findings, and conclusion.
The abstract would be stronger if it included 1–2 specific quantitative findings (e.g., percentage reduction in weight loss or scale of differences among varieties) instead of only general statements.

The phrase regarding “bruchid mortality” could be clarified, as low mortality may imply susceptibility. Ensure consistency between mortality trends and resistance interpretation.

The final sentence could be more impactful by briefly highlighting practical implications (e.g., breeding programs, reduced pesticide dependence, improved food security).
Some sentences can be tightened for grammar and flow (e.g., “Callosobruchus maculatus was isolated…” can be shortened to “Laboratory infestation was conducted using cultured C. maculatus”).
Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and logically organized, clearly presenting the problem, objective, methodology, and major findings. However, it would benefit from slight condensation to remove less essential procedural details and improve readability. Including a few key quantitative highlights (e.g., range of R² values, percentage reduction in weight loss, or comparative performance of tolerant varieties) would strengthen its scientific impact. Additionally, the concluding statement could more explicitly connect the findings to practical applications, such as their relevance to breeding programs, reduced pesticide reliance, and improved postharvest management strategies.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of its objective, experimental design, data collection, and interpretation of results. The study follows a clear hypothesis, applies appropriate laboratory screening methods, and uses standard statistical analyses (ANOVA and regression) to evaluate varietal tolerance to the bruchid Callosobruchus maculatus in green gram Vigna radiata. The conclusions are largely supported by the presented data, particularly regarding the role of seed coat thickness and seed color in mediating tolerance.
	

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

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is moderate but requires improvement before publication. 
The terms tolerance and resistance are used interchangeably without clear distinction.
Mortality interpretations are sometimes linguistically unclear.
Spacing issues and inconsistent citation formatting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	no major ethical issues are apparent

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the manuscript provided, no competing interest issues are evident.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	there is no clear evidence of direct plagiarism
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.”
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