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reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 

mandatory that authors should write 
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Compulsory 

REVISION 

comments 

 

In Materials and methods, the author did not mention the plot size, date of first 

spray and last spray, technique and material used for spraying, et. 

 

In addition, the author did not mention general crop management operations 

(like plant spacing, weeding, fertilizers types and rates, etc.) which may have 

effect of efficacy of the pesticides. 

 

The author should give enough information on the chemicals used in this 

experiment (mode of action, etc..) 

 

Was this experiment conducted in greenhouse or in open field conditions? How 

many number of plants per plot?; observation were recorded on how many 

plants within a treatment? 

Why the author started recording all data at harvesting stage??? (some data like 

number of shoots affected by ESFB would have been recorded since earlier). 

 

In results part, it is clear that the performing treatment was T2, but the 

treatment recommended to farmers is T1; what are the reasons? 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

Discussion part needs to be improved; more discussion is needed.  

References are not well cited; and are not arranged in alphabetical order. 
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