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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript presents significant interest for the scientific community, as it explores an innovative approach to fungicide formulation based on cow urine, an abundant and low-cost resource. By evaluating the antifungal efficacy of this alternative formulation compared to standard mancozeb, the study contributes to the search for more sustainable and environmentally responsible solutions in seed protection. The results provide relevant insights for reducing the doses of conventional chemical products while maintaining effectiveness against seed-borne pathogens.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is generally appropriate. It clearly reflects the main objective of the study, namely the evaluation of the antifungal activity of a mancozeb formulation based on cow urine and its impact on wheat germination.
	

	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 generally clear. It describes the objective, the methodology, and the main results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in the sense that:

· The described methods (Petri dish germination, rolled paper towel method, calculation of vigor indices, ANOVA) are standardized and well-documented in the literature;

· The results are consistent with what would be expected from an effective fungicide (reduction of fungal infection, improved vigor, greater root growth);

· The experimental design is logical, treatments are clear, and repetitions are included.

However, the manuscript presents several weaknesses that reduce its scientific rigor and should be addressed before publication:

· No direct reference is provided to support that urine enhances the efficacy of mancozeb. Additional scientific literature or physico-chemical analyses specific to the urine used are needed;

· The manuscript states that ANOVA was used, but no ANOVA table is provided. Neither p-values nor homogeneous groups are presented. The results cannot be considered fully rigorous without this;

· The experiment was not repeated over time (no second experimental cycle), raising concerns about reproducibility;

· The discussion appears somewhat descriptive, lacking comparison with similar studies using urine in pesticide formulations.

In conclusion, although the article is scientifically correct, it requires major revision to be robust and publishable.

Suggestions:

· Include or properly present ANOVA results in the tables;

· Strengthen the scientific justification for the use of urine;

Revise the discussion to include more critical analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The “References” section of the manuscript includes 19 sources, nearly 80% of which are recent (published within the last 10 years), which is commendable. However, several aspects need improvement:

· The consistency between the order of references in the text and in the “References” section should be checked and harmonized.

· Some references cited in the text (e.g., Ruchira et al., 2016; ISTA, 2018) do not appear in the “References” section.

· The reference (Kumar et al., 2017) corresponds to two different publications listed in the “References” section; they should therefore be distinguished by letters (e.g., 2017a, 2017b) to ensure consistency between the text and the reference list.

· The reference (Tiwari et al., 2016) appears in the “References” section but is not cited in the text; it should either be removed or properly cited in the manuscript.

These adjustments will enhance the bibliographic accuracy and clarity of the manuscript.


	

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


	In terms of scientific vocabulary:

· The use of technical terms is appropriate.

· The scientific names of species are correctly employed.

From a syntax and style perspective, some long sentences could be shortened to improve readability.

Linguistically, the manuscript is generally consistent with scientific publication standards. However, a professional language revision would enhance both its clarity and scientific quality.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents standardized methods and consistent results, making it scientifically acceptable overall. However, several important weaknesses limit its rigor: lack of scientific evidence regarding the role of urine, absence of ANOVA tables, and an insufficiently developed discussion. A revision is therefore necessary, including the addition of statistical analyses (ANOVA), a stronger scientific justification for the role of urine, and a more critical discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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