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 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 

 

Line 152-154, Rephrase these sentences. Suggestion 

“There were cultivar variations on disease resistance 

in terms of the small lesion lengths and days of leaf 

collapse and defoliation.  No leaf collapse and 

defoliation but holes were observed on BL/SM132 at 

the 14th day.” 

Line 233,  what is the meaning of “100% of another 

disease symptom” 

Line 251, what is the meaning of “symptoms that were 
not classical  for the tested fungal disease” 
Line 266, “9.0±0.0 mm” may need to be changed to 
“9.0±0.0”. 
Line 322, it is not clear. What is the meaning of 
“classical symptom of another disease”? 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Table 5 and 6, It might be better to use “N.A.” 
instead of “0.0±0.0” in the results of BL/SM132. 

Line 288, It is better to change “The 
percentageincidence” to “the incidence percentage”. 
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