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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	Colletotrichum is the causal organism of Anthracnose affecting many tree plants worldwide. Based on this,  (i) discovery of chemical agents can lead to development of noval fungicides with different modes of action. (ii) understanding the efficacy of chemicals agents can lead to disease management strategies. (iii) screening chemical agents can contribute to integrated disease management. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, is a good title.
	

	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, the abstract is comprehensive. This is an experimental work. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	98% correct and it will be of great help to farmers.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes. The authors were able to used a current citation on this work. 
	

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

	
Yes. Very suitable 



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Abstract, colletotrichum is the causal organism to anthracnose disease, this can also be done in using the 15 fungicides to serves as the treatments to give the indoor and outdoor trial a good confirmation results to clearly show the aggressiveness of the fungicides on the pathogen, though, the choice of the authors was still good.
in your materials and methods (i.e 2.3), you did this work as an experimental research, and in your abstract am seeing it to be reported as theoretical foundation, pls, this are two different research language, if you are using experimental it should be experimental to give better clarity.
Result: the result was very good 97% interpretation. 
Discussion: the discussion was good and the authors cited current work related to their own findings. For recommendation, the authors should make their recommendation base on their findings, it should also be of benefit to farmers because there are the major frontliners and farmers should be able to afford these fungicide either from the market or from the company at a cheaper rate to reduce the rate of coffee yield loss and to meet the ever increasing population demands.  
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	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)
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