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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.


	· Chicken waste management offers a sustainable, promising, and innovative approach in elevating the soil fertility. 

· This study offers resilient approach of chicken waste manure and synthetic fertilizers on growth attributes of Vigna spp. and their effect on soil fertility. 

· The sustainable usage of chicken waste management can reduce the higher dependency on solid waste management and helps in proper growth of plants.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is too much lengthy and not suitable for the manuscript. I suggest the title name to be “Comparative study of Chicken Waste Manure and Synthetic Fertilizer on Growth Performance of Vigna radiata and Vigna aconitifolia vis-à-vis Soil Fertility”
	

	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.


	I suggest to delete the introductory content in the abstract and focus on the background, objective, methods, experimental findings and conclusion of your research within 250 words. The abstract should be concise along with 4-5 keywords. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has potential but requires substantial improvements in scientific structure, grammar, statistical clarity, and formatting before being considered for publication. I suggest the authors seek English language editing along with refined article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient.
	

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


	The English quality of the article needs improvement for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Scientific Clarity 

· Lack of a proper hypothesis: The paper does not clearly define a hypothesis or research question.

· Disorganized Abstract: It reads like a general introduction, lacks clarity, and exceeds the recommended focus for an abstract (should highlight purpose, methods, key results, and conclusion in a concise form).

· Mostly all the citations are cited in wrong way, the full name of the author should not be mentioned while doing citation. 

· Unclear statistical analysis: Only t-values are shown, with no degrees of freedom, standard errors, or indication of whether tests are one-tailed or two-tailed.

Methodology lacks detail:

· No mention of location of the experiment and the statistical design used in the experiment.

· Exact quantities and replication of treatments not clearly explained.

· Unclear what “40%” chicken waste means in the Table 1.

· The experimental setup (number of containers, treatment structure) is hard to follow.

Inconsistent use of figures and tables:

· Figures lack legends, units, scales, or statistical significance marks.

· Table 1 is poorly formatted and hard to interpret (why >1% and >1–2.5% are both present?).

Language and Grammar:

· Numerous grammatical errors, poor sentence constructions, and punctuation issues. 

· Examples: “...help to plants grow...” should be “...help plants grow.” “...chicken waste manure that was applied to the Vigna acontifolia and Vigna radiata seeds directly correlated...” → needs rephrasing for scientific clarity.

Terminology and Scientific Naming:

Scientific names are inconsistently italicized and some are misspelled:

· Vigna acontifolia → should be Vigna aconitifolia
· Vigna radiata sometimes not italicized.

Discussion Lacks Critical Depth:

· The word Disscussion” is misspelled, it should be “Discussion.”

· Discussion repeats results without linking them meaningfully to previous studies or scientific mechanisms.

· Claims like “significantly increased” lack quantification and justification.

· No critical evaluation of potential drawbacks of using chicken waste (e.g., risk of pathogens, application challenges).

Conclusion: The conclusion needed to be revised, the citation is never included in the conclusion

Reference Formatting: Multiple errors in referencing style (inconsistency in author names, journal formatting, missing volume/issue numbers).

A serious major revision is required in the full manuscript.
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