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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 is important for the scientific and horticultural community as it explores an eco-friendly and practical alternative to chemical fungicides for managing stem end rot in mango. By demonstrating the effectiveness of simple botanical leaf packing using locally available plant materials, the study contributes to sustainable post-harvest disease management strategies. The findings are particularly relevant for mango-growing regions where chemical residue concerns, fungicide resistance, and environmental safety are major challenges. Moreover, the work provides a low-cost, easily adoptable approach that can support small and marginal farmers while extending fruit shelf life and reducing post-harvest losses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the core objective of the study. However, it can be improved for clarity, grammatical accuracy, and scientific precision. The current title is somewhat lengthy and could be streamlined to better emphasize the post-harvest nature of the study and the specific management approach used.

Suggested alternative titles:

1. Botanical Leaf Packing as an Eco-Friendly Strategy for Managing Stem End Rot of Mango Caused by Lasiodiplodia theobromae
2. Eco-Friendly Management of Stem End Rot in Mango (Mangifera indica L.) Using Botanical Leaf Packing

3. Effect of Botanical Leaf Packing on Stem End Rot and Shelf Life of Mango cv. Kesar

4. Post-Harvest Management of Mango Stem End Rot Using Selected Botanical Leaves


	

	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 is generally comprehensive and covers the background, objective, methodology, major findings, and conclusion of the study. However, it requires revision to improve clarity, conciseness, and scientific flow. Some information is repetitive, while certain methodological details are unnecessarily repeated and can be removed.

Specific suggestions:

Remove repetition related to fruit packing and experimental design, which is stated twice in different wording.

Correct grammatical and stylistic issues (e.g., “such Lasiodiplodia theobromae” should be “such as Lasiodiplodia theobromae”).

Clearly state the experimental approach once, including the use of fresh botanical leaves at 25 g kg⁻¹ fruit under room temperature storage.

Present key results more concisely by highlighting only the most effective treatments (karanja and neem) rather than listing all botanicals in detail.

Slightly reduce the introductory background and strengthen the concluding sentence by emphasizing the practical and sustainable implications of the findings.

Consider adding a brief statement indicating the post-harvest relevance of the study to mango storage and marketing.

Overall, the abstract would benefit from language polishing, removal of redundancy, and sharper emphasis on the novelty and practical significance of the botanical leaf packing approach.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its objective, experimental approach, and interpretation of results. The study follows a logical framework, and the conclusions are generally supported by the data presented. The use of a completely randomized design, appropriate replication, and standard statistical analysis (ANOVA with arc sine transformation for percentage data) is scientifically acceptable.

However, minor issues require attention to improve scientific rigor. These include clearer description of sample size and replication, consistency in reporting shelf life values across the text and tables, and more precise wording in the Materials and Methods section. In addition, some biological explanations (e.g., mode of action of botanical leaves) are presented in a generalized manner and could benefit from cautious wording or additional supporting references.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but minor methodological clarifications and language refinements are recommended to strengthen its scientific credibility.
	

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

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


	The manuscript is understandable and communicates the main ideas, but the English language requires significant polishing for scholarly publication. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetitive statements that affect readability. Common issues include:

Incorrect or inconsistent use of articles (e.g., “such Lasiodiplodia theobromae” → “such as Lasiodiplodia theobromae”).

Verb tense inconsistencies (mixing past and present tense in Methods and Results).

Repetition of sentences, particularly in Abstract and Introduction.

Awkward sentence constructions that reduce clarity (e.g., “fruit packed karanja leaves show minimum disease incidence” → “fruits packed with karanja leaves showed the lowest disease incidence”).

Word choice issues (e.g., *“pecked” instead of “packed” in Conclusion).

Suggestions for improvement:

Revise the manuscript for conciseness and clarity, avoiding repeated phrases.

Ensure consistent scientific tense: usually, Methods and Results are in past tense; established facts and interpretations are in present tense.

Consider professional language editing or proofreading to achieve journal-standard English.

Simplify overly long sentences and split them where necessary for clarity.

Overall, the manuscript’s language is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication, but with careful editing and minor rewording, it can meet publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	•
The manuscript is scientifically sound and addresses an important topic in sustainable post-harvest disease management.

•
The study design, data analysis, and conclusions are generally valid and supported by the results.

•
Major areas needing improvement: English language quality, removal of repetitive statements, clarification of some methodological details, updating and expanding references with recent literature, and improving clarity in Abstract and Conclusion.

•
Once these revisions are made, the manuscript would be suitable for publication in a peer-reviewed journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

no
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