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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.


	The study addresses an important issue in groundnut cultivation by exploring eco-friendly disease management strategies against stem rot disease caused by Sclerotium rolfsii. The integration of bioagents like Trichoderma spp. with neem extract is timely and relevant for sustainable agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is generally appropriate and informative. However, a slight refinement can enhance clarity and readability:

Suggested Title:
“Integrated Use of Trichoderma spp. and Neem (Azadirachta indica) Leaf Extract for Management of Stem Rot (Sclerotium rolfsii) in Groundnut”

	

	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 provides a general overview of the study, including the crop of interest, disease target, objective, methodology and major findings. However, there are areas that require improvement to enhance its comprehensiveness and clarity:

1. Clarify Objective:
The objective should be more clearly stated. Instead of "to evaluate the efficacy," consider specifying what was being compared (e.g., different Trichoderma spp. in combination with neem extract).

2. Define Abbreviations:
Abbreviations such as S.T (Seed Treatment) and F.S (Foliar Spray) should be clearly defined at their first mention to aid understanding.

3. Mention of Control Treatment:
The abstract does not mention whether a control (untreated) group was included. Including control data, even briefly, will help contextualize the effectiveness of treatments.

4. Statistical Significance:
There is no mention of whether the differences in disease incidence were statistically significant. Adding a short statement like "significant at P ≤ 0.05" would strengthen the abstract.

5. Conclusion Line:
The abstract ends abruptly. A concluding sentence summarizing the key finding and its practical implication (e.g., recommending the most effective treatment) should be added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and addresses a relevant issue in plant disease management. The experimental design and treatment approach are appropriate. Minor improvements in clarity, methodology details and statistical presentation are suggested.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent and relevant references, particularly from the last 5–7 years, to support the rationale behind the selection of Trichoderma species and neem extract as biocontrol agents. Several recent studies have demonstrated advancements in biological control of Sclerotium rolfsii in groundnut and should be cited to strengthen the background and discussion.

Additionally in Materials and Methods section lacks citations to standard protocols used for pathogen isolation, culture maintenance, seed coating and preparation of neem leaf extract and biocontrol formulations. It is important to include references to well-established procedures to ensure the reproducibility and scientific rigor of the methodology.

In summary, I recommend updating the literature review with recent peer-reviewed sources and revising the methodology section to clearly cite standard protocols or relevant publications wherever applicable.


	

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


	The overall language of the article is understandable and conveys the intended message. However, minor grammatical corrections and rephrasing are required in certain sections to enhance clarity and fluency. A thorough proofreading is recommended to ensure the manuscript meets the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is of practical importance and adds value to biological control literature. With minor revisions and elaboration in methodology and data analysis, it is suitable for publication.

Please include field photographs showing all the treatments, as this will help support the visual assessment of disease severity and treatment effectiveness.
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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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