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	1- You have mentioned in Review Form that "Koch's postulates were not performed"; But you added it to the text !!! Please see page 5. Anyway, regardless of whether your objective is germplasm screening or otherwise, by performing Koch’s postulates, you demonstrate that the plant’s reaction to inoculation is specifically caused by used fungal isolate (s) and not by any other pathogen. This is always necessary.
2- Ambiguities persist throughout various sections of the manuscript. For instance, what were the used control cultivars? Did the study include any cultivar as control? You have only stated in your response to the reviewer that the germplasm was tested along with control; however, you failed to specify which control was used? or the level of its sensitivity.
3- The text shows that the experiment has been performed twice. In this case, the temporal disease data should be presented either separately for each year or as properly analyzed combined means. This issue is still missing in manuscript. please let know whether the ranking of the experimental genotypes was stable between years?
4- You should distinguish “genotype,” “line,” and “cultivar”.  It was mentioned in previous review. These terms are still used somewhat interchangeably.
5- There are still references listed but are not cited within the main text. Please see the attached file.

6- Some editorial and spelling corrections are necessary, as indicated in the attached file.
7- There are duplicate and conflicting captions for the same figure (s).


	1. We apologize for the discrepancy in our earlier response, where we inadvertently stated that Koch’s postulates were not performed. In fact, Koch’s postulates were conducted to verify that the observed wilt symptoms were specifically associated with the inoculated Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. lycopersici isolate, and the relevant text has been clarified accordingly
2. Pusa Ruby was included as the susceptible check cultivar in the screening experiment; however, this information was inadvertently omitted from the original manuscript. The revised version now explicitly identifies Pusa Ruby as the susceptible check and reports its high susceptibility to Fusarium wilt.
3. The year-wise disease incidence data for 2023 and 2024 are already presented separately in Table 1 along with their corresponding means. The ranking of all germplasm remained highly consistent between the two cropping seasons, with only minor variations in rank observed among a few entries.
4. Thank you for the valuable suggestion; the terminology has been standardized throughout the manuscript, with “germplasm” used consistently to describe the entries evaluated in this study.
5 We have carefully cross-checked the reference list with the main text and removed/added references as necessary to ensure that all listed references are appropriately cited. 
 6. Carefully revised the manuscript and incorporated all the editorial and spelling corrections indicated in the attached file. 

7.Thank you for highlighting this issue; we have carefully checked the figure captions and corrected the duplicate and conflicting captions to ensure consistency throughout the manuscript. 
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