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	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 study offers an advantage in two types of ways: the first is that in farm crops, especially cereals are affected by various plant diseases, resulting in a decrease in production, which is indicative of a non-test in farming by separating salient fungi and how the disease's state of development is shown to be controlled based on the symptom of the display. Since the second fungal disease simply provides a specific clue to the local community, especially farmers and researchers, and provides information on how to prevent it in a future, whether it be in a personal or modern way, the study is far more important.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Although the title is less suitable, but physiochemical properties are broader in the study so that it can only be shown in which the study focused on temperature and ph. if it were corrected in such a way 

In vitro the Effect of temperature and pH on the growth of Sclerotium rolfsii cause Collar Rot in Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) in Satna M.P.
	

	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 of the study seems to be somewhat universal: this Abstract of the study contained background, objectives, methods, results, and included limited conclusion, but the results of the study were not appropriately explained so that for the media description of the fungal was not to be included in the method of study, but should have been made by the study's finding. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This study can be understood by looking at whether it is scientifically corrected, from the Abstract to the references:
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	This study used Vancouver's reference method: All the references in the study were redacted by the presence of a specific usage interval. 
For example:  Aycock R. Stem rot and other diseases caused by Sclerotium rolfsii. NC. Agric. Exp. Sta. Tech. Bull., No. 174. 1966; 202pp.If it modifies that in this sense, then
Aycock R. Stem rot and other diseases caused by Sclerotium rolfsii. North Carolina Agricultural Experiment Station Technical Bulletin No. 174. Raleigh, NC; 1966. 202 p.

	

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


	The fact that study was able to use article words, suitable for his study, and that study is clearly easily understandable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It's a good study as a whole and it's just about fixing the comments above
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Yohannes Melaku, Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

