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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 minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This article is important as it addresses effective fungicidal treatments for Pyricularia grisea in pearl
millet, a crucial step in reducing yield losses, ensuring food security, and promoting sustainable
agricultural practices in regions where this staple crop is vital

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

| think the title is suitable.

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 not well written. | suggest the author to rewrite the abstract by including the brief
introduction, objective and recommendation of this research.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

| suggest the author to relook and restructure the flow of this article.

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 minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

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

| personally think that this article lack of discussion and citation/reference from journals or any other
sources. Please rewrite and add more discussion to elaborate and support your research findings.

Minor REVISION comments

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

The English is readable and moderate.

Optional/General comments

In addition, | couldn’t see any graph or charts to portray your findings. All the tables you provided is
suitable to be included in appendix. You should be able to include some graphs or charts and also
statistical proof referring to your findings. This is more to report than research.
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