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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments INTRODUCTION:1. Author(s) need to highlight the importance ofthe crop under study to the economicdevelopment of the region in question.2. The references cited were not chronological.Author(s) need to cite their references in achronological manner starting with 1 and so on.RESULTS AND DISCUSSION:1. Line 109: Should start with “Test year was……”

INTRODUCTION
LINES 18-24 included information on
economic importance of the crop and
disease in question

LINE 25: changed several to numerous

LINES 44-46: provided information on
to costs associated with control of pod
rot.

LINES 50-51: information to support
fungicide use

LINES 53-54: supporting information
for fungicide use

LINES 55-56: information supporting
novelty of this research

LINE 58: adapted statement about
initial fungicide applications

LINES 59-61: information to support
novelty of this research
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LINES 61-63: subtle changes to allow
sentences to read more clearly

LINE 118: changed Year to test year as
suggested by reviewer

LINE 186: replaced West with west

LINE 206 (References)

All references organized in
chronological order, corrected
throughout the manuscript, and
confirmed to confirm with author
instructions

Minor REVISION comments
Optional/General comments


