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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 aids the continuous endeavor to control Mungbean Yellow Mosaic Virus (MYMV), a significant impediment to mungbean yield, by pinpointing resistant germplasm in field situations. Finding thirteen resistant genotypes from a wide range of genetic backgrounds gives breeding programs useful donor material for making long-lasting MYMV-resistant cultivars. Because MYMV strains and vector populations differ from one region to the next, it is vital to do location-specific screening studies to find better sources of resistance that work when the illness is naturally present. However, the larger scientific impact is still quite little because similar screening experiments have been widely reported. The usefulness of the study would be greater if molecular characterisation or multi-location validation were included to make the findings more durable and useful.
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4=Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	There are no Key words
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The research aim is present but not clearly or formally articulated. For higher clarity and impact, the authors should have explicitly stated the objectives and/or hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is relevant, but only moderately up to date and not especially strong.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4= Good
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Assessment: YES, however some little changes are needed.
The title as it is now is mostly fine. It clearly shows what the study is really about: field screening of mungbean germplasm for resistance to MYMV. It also fits nicely with the methods and results in the publication.
But from a scientific communication point of view, it is a bit too general and doesn't emphasize important details like the size of the study or the geographic setting, both of which are important for understanding.
Suggested enhancement:
“Field screening of 44 mungbean (Vigna radiata L.) genotypes for resistance to Mungbean Yellow Mosaic Virus under natural conditions in India”
This new version makes things more accurate and useful without affecting the meaning.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Evaluation: YES, albeit with some small problems
The abstract is mostly complete. It clearly says what the goal is, how the experiment was set up, how many genotypes were screened, how the results were measured, and what the main findings were, such as how genotypes were grouped based on MYMV resistance. It also briefly talks about how this affects breeding efforts in the real world.
But there are a few things that could make it stronger:
It is vital for field-based disease investigations to know where the study took place (Warangal, India), yet this information is not given.
Without any context, the phrase "modified MULLaRP scale" may not make sense to everyone right away.
The abstract talks about outcomes in terms of categories, but it doesn't highlight the most promising resistant genotypes, which might make a bigger difference.
Suggested enhancement:
To make it more precise and scientifically useful, add the study site, briefly explain or simplify the disease evaluation procedure, and list 2–3 important resistant genotypes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is not completely scientifically sound, but its general approach is okay. A significant weakness is the lack of molecular confirmation of Mungbean Yellow Mosaic Virus, as the study depends exclusively on visual symptom rating in natural field circumstances, potentially resulting in misidentification due to the similarity of symptoms from different stresses. Furthermore, although a randomized block design was employed, no statistical analyses, such as ANOVA or standard error, are provided to substantiate the differences among genotypes. The research is confined to a singular site and season, hence constraining the dependability of results pertaining to the stability of resistance. Moreover, the disease rating scale is inconsistent because the "resistant" category does not include a score of 0, even though it is part of the scale. To enhance scientific rigor, the authors should incorporate molecular confirmation of the virus, utilize suitable statistical analysis, do multi-location or multi-season studies, and rectify the categorization criteria for disease score.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are not complete or recent enough for a scientific publication that is currently being written. The study incorporates numerous pertinent and fundamental citations; nevertheless, a significant proportion of the references are somewhat dated, with many published prior to 2015, and only a few recent works are represented. This makes the text less in line with the latest developments in MYMV research, especially in areas like molecular screening, genomics, and testing resistance in different environments. The authors should add more recent studies from the previous five years to the text to make it better and more relevant. These studies should focus on molecular characterisation of MYMV, finding resistance genes, and updated screening methods. This modification would make the study more scientifically credible and improve the conversation.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk226038827][bookmark: _GoBack]Muhammad Amir, University of Agriculture Faisalabad, Pakistan
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