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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.


	Downy mildew is a widespread and destructive disease worldwide. Therefore, disease control is crucial for all growers to obtain productive and high-quality yields. In this study, the effectiveness of pesticides against downy mildew in cucumbers was evaluated through field work conducted in two different growing seasons in the region. This is scientifically significant in this respect.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title seems appropriate, but it would be more appropriate if it were as follows: 

“Evaluation Of Effectiveness of FLUOXAPIPROLIN 30 G/L + FLUOPICOLIDE 200 G/L For Controlling Downy Mildew on Cucumber”
	

	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 comprehensive. It includes the introduction, materials, methods, and results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It’s correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some of the references are missing. Those given within the text should be written in the REFERENCES section below. Also, for sentences containing older literature, more current publications should be added next to the older ones. Is the Sitterly literature from 1972 or 1978?
	

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


	It is suitable
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is generally well-written. However, the Discussion section accompanying the Results needs to be expanded and discussed more thoroughly. Additionally, a “Conclusion” section would be appropriate.
Additionally, there are three tables. The instances where Table 4 is mentioned in the text should be changed.
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