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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study is valuable. Excessive use of fungicides is a major problem in agriculture, and needs to be addressed. The use of biocontrol agents to combat such an important disease, along with the priming technique to induce Systemic Acquired Resistance (SAR), is appreciable. This is an in vivo field study conducted under real pathogen challenge condition; this increases the potential of the study. Proper statistical methods were used to evaluate the results. In the limitation part, it was stated that, this is a single-region and single-seasonal experiment, which opens up a broad area for future research.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear, but it is somehow generic and less impactful for a research paper of this depth. The study is well conducted, a slight modification is suggested to better highlight the key aspects such as field validation, biocontrol integration, SAR induction and yield responses. (2 = Needs Improvement)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract of the article is Good (4).
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are appropriate and useful (5 = Excellent).
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is written in a manner similar to a thesis.  In the introduction section, there are subheadings containing a considerable amount of unnecessary information. Following the introduction, a separate Literature review section is included with multiple subheadings, which much of the information appears repetitive. In section 5 (Regional Disease Distribution and Epidemiological Analysis) and 6 (Mechanisms of Biocontrol and Disease Suppression), similar information is repeated. Moreover, these sections appear to be inappropriate for inclusion in the current manuscript. (1 = Poor).

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the research objectives/hypotheses are clearly stated, but they are written in a manner similar to thesis writing, with a distinct subheading. It would be better if the authors discussed a clear research gap in the introduction section, followed by a concise presentation of the research objectives that address this gap and connect more effectively with the readers. (2 = Needs Improvement).
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review appears to be overly generic in this study. An updated literature review is required, incorporating research from the past 10 years and focusing primarily on relevant, research-based studies. The literature review should be integrated within the introduction section of the manuscript, and a separate subheading is not necessary. (1 = Poor). 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the research methodology appropriate for the study. (4 = Good).
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. (5 = Excellent).
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the results are presented clearly. However, it would be better if graphical representations were included for improved visualization of the results; nevertheless, the findings are clear. (3 = Satisfactory).
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Tables are clear and relevant also. However, it would be better if graphical representations were included for improved visualization of the results; nevertheless, the findings are clear. (4 = Good).
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, the discussion section does not adequately relate the findings to the existing literature. This section needs to be rewritten. The results of the study should be compared with previous research, and the findings should be discussed in a more comprehensive manner. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusion section is well supported by the data. However, it would be better if it is written more precisely by merging it with the subheading “7.4. Limitations and Future Research Directions”. There are a large amount of repetitive information present in these sections. The 7.4. sub-heading number is also a mistake. Author should be careful about the scientific names (Italic), numberings, font size.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the limitations of the study are discussed very well. However, it would be better if they did not use a separate concise subheading for this section and instead presented it briefly following the following the conclusion in a precise manner. (4 = Good)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References are not sufficient. Authors are suggested to survey and incorporate more references in the Introduction and Discussion sections. Referencing should follow the journal format. There are many references without journal names or complete details. In the text also, the citations should follow the journal format. Both types of citation styles (number-based and author-based) are used in the text. Author should be careful about such mistakes. (Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement).
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear and understandable language. (4 = Good).
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is clear, but it is somehow generic and less impactful for a research paper of this depth. The study is well conducted, a slight modification is suggested to better highlight the key aspects such as field validation, biocontrol integration, SAR induction and yield responses. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. References are not sufficient. Authors are suggested to survey and incorporate more references in the Introduction and Discussion sections. Referencing should follow the journal format. There are many references without journal names or complete details. In the text also, the citations should follow the journal format. Both types of citation styles (number-based and author-based) are used in the text. 
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The research work is of good quality.  The methodology and statistical analysis are appropriate and well executed. Although, the study is impactful, the manuscript is not prepared according to the standards of this journal. It may be helpful for the authors if some recent published manuscripts are shared with them as sample references.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






Reviewer details:

Tanushree Sarkar, Bhabha Atomic Research Centre, India
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