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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Lathyrus sativus L. is an important protein-rich pulse and fodder crop with considerable potential for sustainable agriculture, particularly under low-input and residual-moisture conditions. Evaluation of diverse germplasm for growth and yield-related traits can help identify promising genotypes for crop improvement and location-specific cultivation. The identification of EC-539032 for superior yield-related attributes and IC-420784 for higher test weight provides potentially useful information for plant breeders and researchers. However, substantial revision is necessary to improve the manuscript’s scientific presentation, methodological clarity, statistical reporting, language, and interpretation of the findings.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The current title requires revision for clarity, grammatical accuracy, and scientific appropriateness.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
(The abstract requires grammatical improvement and better organization. The aim, methodology, major findings, and conclusion should be clearly separated and concisely written. This part is not perfect. Check attachment.)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(Keywords are not suitable; however, it is better to arrange/ re-write the keywords in an alphabetical order. Do not use only parameters. Check the attachment.)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The introduction does not provide useful background information. Several statements require recent references, and grammatical refinement is necessary throughout the section. Properly mention the study objectives, research gaps and background information. Check the attachment.)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The research is understandable, but research objectives should be stated more clearly and concisely at the end of the introduction.)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(Relevant literature has not been cited. Moreover, some references are very old, incomplete, inconsistently formatted, or missing details. Need to add more proper citation. Check attachment.)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The research methodology is appropriate. However, additional details regarding statistical analysis, experimental layout, and procedures would improve reproducibility. Check the attached review file.)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
(Ethical concerns associated with this study are mentioned properly.)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(Results are not sufficiently presented with tables and figures. Several sections contain repetitive explanations, grammatical errors, and inconsistent scientific writing style.)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
(Tables are relevant and support the study findings. Need to add figures to make the article understandable. There are scopes to improve tables and add figures. Check the attachment.)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The discussion suitably compares findings with previous studies; however, deeper scientific interpretation would strengthen the manuscript. Check the attached review file.)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(Author(s) should concentrate on this section. Conclusions are generally supported by experimental findings, although they should be more perfect, supportive and focused on the key outcomes. Also, author(s) can add few concluding remarks/ recommendations/ suggestions at the end of this part. Rewrite the conclusion in a paragraph format rather than numbering or bullet format.)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The manuscript does not clearly discuss study limitations or future research directions.)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(References are not sufficient. Moreover, formatting consistency and citation completeness should be improved. Check the attached review. Highly recommended to add more recent references in the introduction part.)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
(The manuscript requires substantial English language editing for grammar, sentence structure, clarity, and scientific style.)
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The current title requires revision for clarity, grammatical accuracy, and scientific appropriateness. However, it can be made more concise and grammatically improved.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract does not contain the main findings properly and requires grammatical improvement and better organization. The objective, methodology, major findings, and conclusion should be clearly separated and concisely written.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The experimental design and findings are scientifically valuable. However, the manuscript requires improvement in English language, citation formatting, statistical reporting, and scientific interpretation.

· Revise thoroughly and improve the manuscript following reviewer’s comments.
· Major revision is required before publication.
· Need statistical clarification in some points. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	The manuscript includes relevant references. However, the references are very old and not sufficient. Several references require formatting correction and complete bibliographic information.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Ethical concerns were identified and mentioned in this study properly.
	




Reviewer details:

Shourav Dutta, University of Arkansas at Monticello (UAM), United States of America

Page 4 of 4
V240326


