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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 is significant because it identifies reliable sources of blast resistance in finger millet using an integrated approach combining disease severity, AUDPC, and AUCDC. The discovery of resistant landraces provides valuable genetic resources for breeding durable blast-resistant cultivars. The study also enhances understanding of disease progression and its physiological impact, supporting sustainable finger millet improvement programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested Title 
“Screening of Finger Millet (Eleusine coracana L.) Germplasm for Blast Resistance under Field and Controlled Greenhouse Conditions Using AUDPC, AUCDC, and Mahalanobis D² Analysis”
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly presents the objective, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study. It effectively highlights the use of integrated screening approaches, including disease severity, AUDPC, AUCDC, and genetic analysis, as well as the identification of blast-resistant genotypes.
Suggested to remove the below sentence from the abstract because the same idea is already conveyed in the concluding part of the abstract, leading to redundancy.
Deployment of resistant cultivars remains the most sustainable and cost-effective approach for disease management. Therefore, the identification of reliable resistance sources is critical for breeding programs aimed at developing durable blast-resistant varieties.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct.
The terminology should be consistent throughout the manuscript. Either “Figure” or “Fig.” should be used uniformly in both the text and the captions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains several inconsistencies between in-text citations and the reference list, which need careful revision.
Few references appear in the reference list but are not cited anywhere in the manuscript.

Few references are repeated in the reference list.

The Discussion section lacks adequate in-text citations to support comparisons with previously published work. 
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, and the scientific content is clear. However, the language and English quality require improvement before it can be considered fully suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The presentation of germplasm sources in Table 1 can be improved for clarity and conciseness. It is recommended that only standard abbreviations/short forms be used in the table (e.g., MSSRF, Jeypore, Odisha; AICRP, Mandya, Karnataka; IIMR, Hyderabad; ARS, Vizianagaram), while the full forms of these abbreviations should be provided in a footnote below the table. This format will enhance readability, reduce redundancy, and maintain completeness of information for the reader.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are apparent in the manuscript.
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