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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The manuscript provides valuable insights into identifying resistant pigeonpea genotypes against Helicoverpa armigera, a major pest in pulse production. The findings contribute to integrated pest management and genetic improvement programs. Such resistance studies are crucial for sustainable crop production and reducing chemical pesticide use.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, concise, and relevant to the content. It accurately reflects the study objectives and findings.
	

	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 well-structured, presenting the objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions clearly. However, it could be slightly refined by briefly stating the significance of the findings for future breeding programs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, statistical analysis, and valid interpretation of results. Data presentation is consistent and supported by references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, relevant, and mostly recent (2022–2025). A few older citations (before 2010) could be replaced or supported with more recent ones if available.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and scholarly. Minor grammatical and formatting corrections are needed to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables are informative and well-organized.

Ensure uniform citation style throughout the reference list.

Consider adding a brief discussion on implications for breeding resistant pigeonpea varieties.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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