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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important agricultural problem by examining host plant traits associated with resistance to the mirid bug (Nesidiocoris tenuis), an emerging pest in sesame cultivation. Understanding morphological and physiological indicators of pest resistance is essential for developing sustainable and environmentally friendly pest management strategies. The study provides useful field-based evidence under natural infestation conditions, which enhances the practical relevance of the findings. The results can support sesame breeding programs and integrated pest management initiatives aimed at improving crop resilience and productivity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the study's scope and objectives. It appropriately identifies the crop, pest, and the focus on morphological and physiological traits associated with resistance.


	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the background, objectives, methodology, major findings, and conclusions. However, minor improvements are suggested, such as briefly clarifying the basis for selecting the 15 genotypes from the initial 58 and ensuring consistency in the reported growth stages (DAS). These additions would further improve clarity without significantly increasing length.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct. A randomized block design under natural infestation conditions is appropriate for the objectives of the study. Data collection methods for morphological and physiological traits are well established and adequately described. Statistical analyses, particularly correlation analysis, are correctly applied and interpreted as associations. The conclusions are generally supported by the results, though acknowledging the associative (rather than causal) nature of correlations would further strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the study. They include key literature on sesame, insect pests, host plant resistance, and physiological traits. While some foundational references are older, they are appropriate for the concepts discussed. Inclusion of a few more recent studies (published within the last 5–7 years) on mirid bug management or plant–insect interactions in oilseed crops could further strengthen the literature base.


	

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


	The language and overall English quality are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally clear and readable. Minor grammatical issues, spacing inconsistencies in statistical values, and occasional terminology inconsistencies (e.g., water stress deficit vs. water saturation deficit; DAS reporting) should be corrected during revision.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The criteria used to select the 15 representative genotypes from the initial 58 should be explained more explicitly for transparency.

· Consistency in reporting days after sowing (DAS) across sections should be ensured.

· The discussion is informative, but a brief section on study limitations and future research directions (e.g., multi-location or multi-season validation) would add value.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study involves field evaluation of plant genotypes under natural pest infestation and does not involve human or animal subjects requiring ethical clearance.
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