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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 
 

 
The article entitled, “Phenotypic characterization and Molecular phylogenetic relationship of 
Erysiphe necator infecting grapes”. The research work and findings in the manuscripts are 
new. Results are properly presented and discussed very efficiently in the manuscript. I 
recommend this manuscript for publication after minor revision.  
Comments: 
 1. In the manuscript title the full plant authority should be mentioned when discussing 
about the plant material. In this regard, in each case that you aim to discuss about your 
plant, it should be reported for example as: Borago officinalis L. (not Borago officinalis). 
3. Follow the pattern references according to journal pattern.  
4. Many typographical, grammar or syntax errors seen in the manuscript may be revised. 
5. Results and discussion should be separate. 
6. See the attached file for more comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The article entitled, “Phenotypic characterization and Molecular phylogenetic relationship of 
Erysiphe necator infecting grapes”. The research work and findings in the manuscripts are 
new. Results are properly presented and discussed very efficiently in the manuscript. I 
recommend this manuscript for publication after minor revision.  
Comments: 
 1. In the manuscript title the full plant authority should be mentioned when discussing 
about the plant material. In this regard, in each case that you aim to discuss about your 
plant, it should be reported for example as: Borago officinalis L. (not Borago officinalis). 
3. Follow the pattern references according to journal pattern.  
4. Many typographical, grammar or syntax errors seen in the manuscript may be revised. 
5. Results and discussion should be separate. 
6. See the attached file for more comments. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The article entitled, “Phenotypic characterization and Molecular phylogenetic relationship of 
Erysiphe necator infecting grapes”. The research work and findings in the manuscripts are 
new. Results are properly presented and discussed very efficiently in the manuscript. I 
recommend this manuscript for publication after minor revision.  
Comments: 
 1. In the manuscript title the full plant authority should be mentioned when discussing 
about the plant material. In this regard, in each case that you aim to discuss about your 
plant, it should be reported for example as: Borago officinalis L. (not Borago officinalis). 
3. Follow the pattern references according to journal pattern.  
4. Many typographical, grammar or syntax errors seen in the manuscript may be revised. 
5. Results and discussion should be separate. 
6. See the attached file for more comments. 
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PART  2:  
 

 

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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
No 
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