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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.
	Fusarium wilt caused by Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. lycopersici remains one of the most economically damaging vascular diseases in tomato production. Screening to identify tolerant or resistant genetic resources is a vital step toward sustainable crop protection and breeding programs.
	



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
	2 
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3 

	

	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
	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
	2, Table 1 entry 1 (Azad T-3) is empty 
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	




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.
	NO, 
Delineating should be substituted by some more appropriate word
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
some details are missing like manuscript does not specify the sample size per replication (e.g., how many plants per plot/replication, total plants evaluated per genotype), the plot size or layout dimensions are missing, only spacing is mentioned, 
it was stated that the field was "infested" with Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. lycopersici, but it does not describe the isolate/strain, inoculant preparation, or inoculation technique or sick-plot history Fusarium wilt pathogen is known to have physiological races (Race 1, Race 2, Race 3) authors must specify race was used or prevalent in the field, as host resistance in tomato is race-specific, 
should type the formula for Van der Plank's rate of reaction, 
AUDPC formula in the text contains typographic errors in subscript indices 
The methodology cites Mayee and Datar (1986) using a 0–9 scale but the results classify lines into Disease Reaction categories using disease incidence percentages at 70 DAT (T, MS, S, HS) without defining the exact percentage cutoff ranges used for each category
The text states ANOVA was performed using SPSS software, but no statistical parameters such as CD / LSD values at p=0.05, standard error of mean are given in the table

The manuscript addresses an important problem in tomato pathology—evaluating germplasm for resistance against Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. lycopersici under field conditions using multi-season epidemiological data. The overall objective is sound and offers practical value for resistance breeding. However, the manuscript requires minor to moderate revision before it can be accepted for publication due to several methodological omissions, mathematical formatting errors, data inconsistencies, and reference gaps.
	

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

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

	NO
Mayee and Datar (1986) is not listed in the References section, some incomplete references like van der Plank, J. E. (1963). Plant diseases: Epidemics and control. Academic Press https://archive.org/details/plantdiseaseepi0000v 
Walker, J. C. (1971). Fusarium wilt of tomato. American Phytopathological Society. https://www.apsnet.org/edcenter/resources/commonnames/Pages/Tomato.aspx is not used in text
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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