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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 paper requires some improvements. The abstract, introduction, results, and discussion sections need further refinement to meet the standards of a high-quality scientific paper. I recommend rewriting these sections to ensure clarity, better focus on the research objectives, and a more detailed comparison with existing studies to strengthen the overall quality of the work.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes ,
I recommend rewriting the abstract to include the following structure: a brief background of the study, the objectives, materials and methods and research gap, key results, and concluding with future directions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper definitely needs more attention, especially in the results and tables sections. The analysis seems a bit rough at the moment. I'd recommend creating a new table with clearer and more scientifically accurate data. Also, I noticed some duplication in the results, and I suggest checking the raw data again. For instance, Table 3 has duplicated entries and inconsistencies, like 'COC 21 05' showing up in multiple reaction classes, and the variation between 'COC 21-05' and 'COC 21 05'. This kind of inconsistency affects the reliability of the data. Also, the roll towel method should provide more details—like how many seeds were used per replicate, the number of replicates, the exact incubation time before scoring, scoring criteria, and how lesion severity was measured.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be somewhat outdated and lack sufficient coverage, particularly in terms of recent studies. Additionally, the DOI IDs for the references are missing, which is essential for proper citation and verification. I would recommend updating the references to include more recent publications from 2020 to 2025, especially those that relate to the current trends in the field. Also, ensure to mention any software used in the study for data analysis and provide proper citations for them. Including these updates will improve the credibility and relevance of the paper.
	

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


	Yes, there are some grammatical mistakes, and the clarity and flow of the writing could be enhanced. I recommend polishing the language for better readability and ensuring that the paper is more coherent and suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper would benefit from a few key improvements in the following sections:

· Abstract
· Introduction
· Results
· Discussion
· Conclusion
After making major revisions to these parts, the paper could be transformed into a high-quality scientific paper with clear communication of the results and findings. Currently, it lacks clarity and focus, which affects its effectiveness within the scientific community. I would recommend a major revision of this paper to ensure it meets scholarly standards and provides a better understanding for researchers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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