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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback(Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript is valuable to the scientific community because it addresses the impact of Cowpea mottle virus (CPMoV) on various cowpea cultivars, a significant issue for crop production in Nigeria and other regions where cowpeas are a staple. By identifying cultivars with resistant traits, such as Langbazo and IT07K-277-2, it provides a foundation for breeding programs aimed at developing virus-resistant and high-yielding cowpea varieties. The study's clear experimental design and its contribution to sustainable agriculture make it an important resource for further research. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	This is appropriate but has already been published in the journal with the same title. So I suggest the new title “Evaluation of Cowpea Cultivars for Resistance to Cowpea Mottle Virus in Mokwa, Nigeria”

	

	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 clear overview of the study, but there are a few areas that could be enhanced for clarity and completeness. Here are my suggestions:
1. The objective of the study could be explicitly stated, emphasizing the goal to assess the resistance or susceptibility of the cowpea cultivars to CPMoV.
2. Statistical methods such as ANOVA was used to assess the significance of the results, it could be useful to mention them briefly in abstract.

	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The structure of the manuscript seems generally appropriate, the sections are clearly defined and relevant to the study, ensuring a logical flow of information. However, there are a few suggestions for refinement in terms of clarity and structure:
1. The introduction covers the importance of cowpea, its uses, and the threats posed by pests and pathogens. However, it might benefit from a more focused statement of the study's aim earlier in the section. Presenting the motivation for the research (evaluating cowpea cultivars for resistance to CPMoV) sooner will engage the reader.
2. The discussion of enzyme activity related to plant defense (PO and PPO) is insightful, but the connection between enzyme activity and seed coat phenotype could be expanded to clarify why some cultivars show resistance despite low enzyme activity.
3. The statistical analysis is briefly mentioned, but a bit more explanation of the results from the ANOVA and how they support the conclusions could be helpful.

	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound due to its clear research objective and well-structured experimental design. The study utilizes appropriate methodologies, such as Complete Randomised Design (CRD) and proper inoculation techniques, to evaluate the resistance of cowpea cultivars against Cowpea Mottle Virus (CPMoV). The use of enzyme assays to assess plant defense mechanisms, including peroxidase and polyphenol oxidase activity, is relevant and adds depth to the investigation of cultivar resistance. The inclusion of statistical analysis ensures that the results are both significant and reliable, providing a solid basis for the conclusions drawn.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Existing references are valuable and align with the topic. I would suggest adding more recent studies and some references that focus on the newest technological advancements in cowpea research.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	

Language quality of present article is suitable for scholarly communications


	

	Optional/Generalcomments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment(if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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