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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.


	· The manuscript provides scientifically validated evidence on grafting as an effective and sustainable approach for managing bacterial wilt in sweet pepper.

· It enhances understanding of rootstock–scion interactions influencing disease resistance, growth, yield, and quality under tropical conditions.

· The study offers region-specific data valuable for researchers, breeders, and plant pathologists working on soil-borne disease management.

· The findings support the development of eco-friendly, non-chemical strategies for improving productivity in wilt-prone areas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Enhancing Bacterial Wilt Resistance in Sweet Pepper through Grafting onto Vigorous Rootstocks
	

	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 and adequately reflects the objectives, methodology, and key findings of the study.

· It is too lengthy and includes unnecessary methodological details that should be reduced.

· Inclusion of key quantitative results (e.g., disease incidence and yield improvement) is recommended.

· The concluding statement should clearly highlight the best-performing rootstock(s).

· Minor language and clarity improvements are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript is scientifically sound and based on well-established experimental methods.

· The grafting, artificial inoculation, and field evaluation procedures are appropriate and correctly applied.

· Data analysis and statistical methods are adequate and valid.

· Results are logical, reproducible, and supported by relevant literature, with only minor refinements needed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References are sufficient and relevant to support the study.

· Classical and foundational studies are appropriately cited.

· More recent references (last 5–7 years) on grafting and bacterial wilt management are recommended.

· Inclusion of studies on rootstock–scion interactions and sustainable disease management would strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	· The language is understandable and mostly clear, conveying the scientific content accurately.

· Several grammatical errors, awkward phrases, and typos (e.g., “fastly multiply,” “non grafted”) need correction.

· Some sentences are overly long and repetitive, especially in Results and Discussion, which affects readability.

· Minor editing for conciseness, consistency, and formal tone is recommended to make it fully suitable for scholarly publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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