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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 present manuscript highlights a very relevant agricultural concern, as chilli anthracnose remains a major limiting factor for crop production and export economies in tropical and subtropical zones like India.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 clearly conveys the core objectives and variables the author(s) evaluated in this manuscript.
(4 = Good)
	

	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
	Yes. The paper summarizes the background, methodology, dual-season results, and conclusions very well.
(4 = Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate.
(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 background is stating the socio-economic status of chilli crops. The structural flow is very logical.
(5 = Excellent)
	

	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
	Of course. The objectives regarding multi-seasoned disease progression have been made clear in both the abstract and introduction.
(4 = Good)
	

	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 reference citations seem to be relevant. But author(s) should check them again before finalizing the publishing process.
(4 = Good)
	

	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
	Absolutely. The Randomized Block Design (RBD) with 4 replications remained always standard and sound for the field screenings.
(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
	As this study is agronomically-based. So, there is no need of human or animal ethical clearances.
(N/A)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The author(s) must revise the result section as the text contradicts with the data of Table 2, I noticed.
(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


	Yes. But I found a typing error or grammatical mistake as “Tabal 2”. It should be as “Table 2”.
(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
	The discussion section suddenly switched focus away from chilli to soybean and guava. In my opinion, the comparison should be with solanaceous crops or chilli.
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	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 conclusions are well-supported by the raw numbers or data.
(4 = Good)
	

	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
	 I think the author(s) already stated that this manuscript shows an observational relationship instead of statistical models in the last lines.
(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
	Not enough for me. Having only seven references doesn’t seem scientifically sound. Further, there are several formatting errors.
(3 = Satisfactory)
	

	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
	The overall language is readable. But, even after using Grammarly and ChatGPT, it still suffers from repetitive phrasing, double-pasted texts, and grammatical mistakes.
(2 = Needs Improvement)
	




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.

	Yes. The title captures the essence of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes. The abstract section comprehensively addresses all the checkpoints.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No (Requires Correction). As I previously mentioned that there are some data contradictions between the text and Table 2, and also the summary section.

This manuscript presents practical field data clearly mapping the localized disease progression. However, it requires a Major Revision before publication due to the text duplications, minor narrative and table data frictions, unfocused comparative discussion, etc.

	

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

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

	No. Again I would say that seven are not enough.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Absolutely no.
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