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	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 study aimed to study the morphology of spore of Nosema collected from different locations. The SEM was used to study and observe the size (length X width). The Nosema spore was observed as ovo-cylindrical in shape with approximately 4.33 x 2.13µm on average. The isolates in this study were similar to the lower pathogenicity Nosema sp. Lbms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	There is typographical error in the title; ISOTALTED should be correct word ‘ ISOLATED’

It can be; Morphological observation (or characterization) of Nosema spore  (or Pebrine spore) using Scanning Electron Microscopy
	

	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 should be re-written with grammatically correct, for example; The pebrine spores isolated from Government model grainages (Magadi and Kuduru) and farmers’ fields (Soluru, Kuduru and Kalya) in Magadi taluk of Mysore seed area.
There is no VERB in this sentence

It should be mentioned ‘objective’ in this abstract too.
Likewise, the hypothesis or the aim of this study should be addressed at the end or the last paragraph of introduction section. It lacks of information of background of the Nosema

Moreover, the data and information of Nosema is quite long time ago. It should be described or put information in recent year. (Normally it should be around 5-10 years
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 a) Table 1-5 should be combined or can be summary put it together.

 b) There are no statistical analysis between the spore collecting area. No replication in the experiment
 c) The photo of spore should be put the scale bar and put clear labelling or arrow

 d)  Missing the discussion section


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	These references and citation are old. Some citation is missing in reference section and some author name is incorrect; ANANTHALAKSHMI and year is not match 
	

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


	No. it must be re-written
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