
 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 

Journal Name: International Journal of Environment and Climate Change   

Manuscript Number: Ms_IJECC_105334 

Title of the Manuscript:  
In Vitro Potency of Chemical Fungicides over Alternaria lini (Dey) Growth Inhibition Causing Black Bud Disease of Linseed 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 
 
 
General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. 
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 
 
(https://www.journalijecc.com/index.php/IJECC/editorial-policy ) 
 

 

https://www.journalijecc.com/index.php/IJECC/editorial-policy


 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1- Yes, this article is important for science and the community, given the pertinence of 

the subject. 
 

2- Yes the title of this article is suitable 
 

3- Yes, this summary is adequate and comprehensive because it provides a brief 
understanding of the purpose of the work and how it was carried out.  the authors 
are not cited in the summary. This should be removed. 

 
4- The sub-sections are well organised, but in terms of materials and methods, the 

equipment section should be added to list all the materials used in the work and 
clearly specified. 
 

5- Yes, this manuscript is scientifically correct. The tests carried out, the methods used 
and the approach taken are scientifically correct. 
 
 

6- I don't have any suggestions for references, The articles used are recent, most of 
and the authors chosen are relevant to this theme.  
 

7- The authors are not cited in the summary. This should be removed. 
 
 

8- What is the general objective of your work? it doesn't exist anywhere. Even less so 
the specific objectives. 
 

9- How do you prepare the 0.2% dose? 
 

10- For your results, it is important that you present the results of mycelial inhibition in 
Petri dishes for the different fungicides. 
 

11- Figure titles must be below the figures 
In your bibiography we see many authors who have not been cited in the text, why? 
your discussion is insufficient, it needs to be completed. several authors present in 
your bibiographical references can help you with this. 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
Yes, the language/English is suitable for scholarly communications 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Generally speaking, the work is of good quality, with a good theme and a good scientific approach. 
However, a few small typos still need to be corrected before the document can be published. 
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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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