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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 is important for the scientific community because it provides a detailed, genotype-specific understanding of the biology of Bruchus affinis on field pea, a pest that remains under-studied despite its economic relevance. By systematically comparing a large set of genotypes under uniform laboratory conditions, the study generates baseline biological data that can support resistance screening and host–pest interaction research. The findings also offer practical value by identifying relatively less susceptible genotypes, which can inform integrated pest management and breeding programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is somewhat long. It will be better to reduce and keep a sharp title.
Comparative Biology of Bruchus affinis on Diverse Field Pea Genotypes under Temperate Conditions of Kashmir
	

	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, the authors may consider briefly specifying the experimental conditions (e.g., laboratory-based study and duration) to strengthen methodological transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
The references are not presented properly and to follow a single referencing style.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The experimental design is broadly sound, but several methodological details require clarification to ensure reproducibility. Specifically, the justification for sample sizes, the rationale for using ambient laboratory conditions without tighter environmental control, and the statistical treatment of percentage data (including angular transformation) should be explained more clearly in the Methods section.
2. While the results are comprehensive, the Results and Discussion sections occasionally repeat descriptive statistics already presented in Table 1. The authors are encouraged to reduce repetition and focus the discussion on patterns, contrasts, and biological interpretation rather than restating numerical values. This would improve readability and analytical depth.
3. The discussion relies heavily on comparisons with studies on Callosobruchus species rather than Bruchus affinis specifically. While this is understandable due to limited species-specific literature, the authors should more critically acknowledge these differences and clearly distinguish between direct and indirect comparisons to avoid overgeneralization.
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