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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.


	This manuscript gives important information about how common and severe viral and fungal diseases are in blackgram crops in SPSR Nellore district, Andhra Pradesh. Blackgram is affected by diseases like Yellow Mosaic Virus, bud necrosis, leaf spot, and powdery mildew. The study helps identify problem areas and varieties that are more affected, which can guide better disease control methods. These results are useful for researchers, farmers, and decision-makers working to protect blackgram crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate.
	

	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.


	1- The information is mixed-up and hard to follow and The language has grammatical errors.

2- Lacks clear sections like background, methods, results, and conclusion.

3-Results and comments are mixed together.

4-Tools and assessment criteria are not explained. 

5- Keywords are missing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient and relevant, including both classical sources (e.g., Nene 1972) and recent studies up to 2024.

Consider adding more international references to broaden context, especially for comparative disease incidence or survey methodologies.
	

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


	Language quality needs improvement.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1-Consider restructuring the Results and Discussion into clearly divided subsections with disease-wise summaries.

2-Add a map showing surveyed mandals and villages.

3-Clarify if disease severity data were verified by any lab diagnosis or solely based on visual assessment.

“Introduction section”
1- Contains grammatical mistakes like “They are also play” instead of “They also play,” and unclear phrases like “best in soil health.”

2- Has spelling and typing errors, such as “blackgramin” instead of “blackgram in.”
3- Some sentences are awkward or poorly structured, making them hard to understand.
4- Repeats words like “pulse” without need.
5- Shifts from nutrition to geography to disease without clear transitions.
6- Focuses too much on cooking methods, which is not related to a scientific introduction.
7- The purpose of the study is not clearly stated or emphasized.
8- Uses old references without explaining their relevance to current issues.
9- Presented as a single long paragraph, which makes it difficult to read.
10- The study’s objective is unclear and mentioned too briefly at the end.
“Materials and methods section”
1- Grammar errors like “to know the occurrence” instead of “to assess the occurrence.” Awkward phrasing, such as “for record the incidence.”

2- Sentences are fuzzy or unclear, like “3-4 villages or more than 4 villages.”
3- Sampling method is not clearly explained.
4- Scoring method is mentioned but not described.
5- No information on how the data were analyzed statistically.
“Results and Discussion section”
1- Headings and sub-sections are confusing and inconsistent.
2- Overuse of passive voice makes reading harder. 3--Sentences are awkward or incorrect.

4- Phrases and references are repeated without new insight.
5- Descriptions are detailed but lack explanation of their importance.
6- Too much focus on other studies distracts from main results.
7- Data is shown but not explained in terms of impact or meaning.
8- No summaries or conclusions to wrap up each part.
9- The section is long and could be shorter and clearer.
“Conclusions section”
1- Lacks a clear summary of key findings; it only highlights a few points.
2- Some sentences are awkward or unclear (e.g., "None of the blackgram variety… was found without any disease incidence").

3- Grammar and phrasing issues (e.g., "This study lead us to adopt" should be "This study leads us to adopt").

4- Repetitive or unclear recommendations without specific direction.
5- Does not emphasize the overall significance or impact of the study.
6- Missing a strong closing statement to reinforce the importance of the research.
“Figures”
The figures need to be clearly labeled and self-explanatory.
Based on the points outlined above and considering the areas needing improvement, I recommend accepting the manuscript for publication with revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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