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	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 addresses an important knowledge gap by evaluating the performance of garden pea varieties in the tropical climatic conditions of Wayanad, Kerala, where such cultivation has not been previously undertaken. The study provides valuable location-specific data that can help farmers identify suitable varieties for commercial cultivation, potentially reducing dependence on frozen and adulterated peas in local markets. The research also contributes to crop diversification strategies in non-traditional growing regions, which is essential for enhancing agricultural sustainability and farmer profitability. The findings have practical implications for extension services and policymakers aiming to promote vegetable cultivation in similar agro-ecological zones.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title requires modification for clarity and accuracy. The phrase "Performance effectiveness" is redundant and the study was conducted in Wayanad, which has subtropical hill climatic conditions, not tropical.

Suggested alternative title:
"Performance Evaluation of Garden Pea (Pisum sativum L.) Varieties under Subtropical Hill Conditions of Wayanad, Kerala"


	

	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 requires significant revision for clarity and accuracy. The current version mixes review content with original research findings and contains several inconsistencies. The abstract should be rewritten to include:

1. Clear statement of the objective

2. Brief methodology (experimental design, varieties tested, duration)

3. Key findings with actual data values

4. Main conclusion and recommendation

The opening sentence about "comprehensively review" is misleading as this is an original research article, not a review.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant but has several issues that need correction:

1. Inconsistent data: The abstract states Arka Priya recorded "minimum days for first flowering (29 days)" and "minimum days for first flower appearance (29.32)" - these are contradictory. Table 1 shows Days to flowering (29) and Days to first flower appearance (29.32) as separate parameters for the same variety, which is confusing.

2. Parameter duplication: Days to flowering and Days to first flower appearance appear to measure the same trait but show different values (e.g., Kashi Nandhini: 30 days vs 45.21 days). This requires clarification.

3. Missing statistical analysis: While SE(d), CD at 5%, and CV are provided, the manuscript does not explicitly state that ANOVA was performed. The results section should mention the statistical test used.

4. Variety name inconsistency: "Kashi Nandhini" in some places and "Kashi Nandan" in Table 2. Should be consistent throughout.

5. Discussion section: Needs more integration with cited literature. Some paragraphs end without connecting findings to previous studies.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate with a mix of recent (2023-2025) and foundational papers. However, the following additions would strengthen the manuscript:

1. More references on varietal evaluation studies in similar agro-climatic conditions

2. References on economics of pea cultivation in non-traditional areas

3. Standard statistical methods reference for RBD analysis


	

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


	The English quality requires moderate revision. There are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies throughout the manuscript. Examples include:

· "In the present research paper, an initiative was taken to comprehensively review" - this does not match the original research nature of the study

· "the result confirmed that Arka Priya recorded minimum plant height and days for first flowering (31.9 cm) (29 days)" - unclear phrasing

· "onpar" should be "on par"

· "the least days (29 days) taken for flowering is Arka Priya" - awkward construction

A thorough language edit is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This study addresses a relevant and practical research question with direct implications for farmers in the region. The major strengths include the first-time evaluation of these varieties in Wayanad, the inclusion of economic analysis (B:C ratio), and the practical relevance of the findings.

The following major revisions are recommended:

1. Clarify parameters: Resolve the confusion between "Days to flowering" and "Days to first flower appearance." If they are different parameters, explain what each represents. If they are the same, use consistent terminology and values.

2. Reorganize Results section: Present data systematically with proper statistical interpretation. Mention that ANOVA was performed and that differences were significant at P<0.05.

3. Improve Table 1: The table is difficult to read. Consider splitting into two tables (vegetative parameters and yield parameters) or reformatting for better clarity. Ensure all values have consistent decimal places.

4. Strengthen Discussion: For each finding, explicitly state how it compares with previous research. Avoid general statements like "These findings are in conformity with earlier findings" without specifying which findings.

5. Add recommendations: Based on the B:C ratio analysis, provide clear variety recommendations for farmers in the region.

6. Include limitations: Acknowledge that this was a single-season study and recommend multi-year evaluation for confirmation.

7. Correct variety name: Ensure consistent spelling of "Kashi Nandhini" throughout.

8. Add statistical method: Explicitly state that data were analyzed using one-way ANOVA with appropriate post-hoc test.
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