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	Comments:

1. Clarity and Formatting Issues: The manuscript has several formatting inconsistencies (e.g., missing spaces, words joined together like “systemicandcombinationfungicides”). Proper formatting and proofreading are essential before acceptance.

2. Language and Grammar: The English grammar and sentence construction need improvement for better readability. Long sentences should be broken down for clarity.

3. Abstract: The abstract is informative but slightly lengthy. It could be made more concise by focusing only on objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions.

4. Introduction: The introduction provides a good background but should clearly highlight the research gap.
5. Objectives: The objectives are implied but not clearly stated in a separate section. A clear, one-line statement of study objectives would strengthen the paper.

6. Materials and Methods:

· The methodology is described, but some details (e.g., replicates, statistical model used, control measures) need more clarity.

· The poisoned food technique is mentioned, but should be explained more systematically for reproducibility.

· Concentrations and preparation methods of fungicides should be presented in a tabular form for better clarity.

7. Statistical Analysis: The section on statistical analysis is described with formulas, but the explanation is scattered and difficult to follow. It would be better to simplify and present results of ANOVA in a clear table with F-values, significance levels, and LSD values.

8. Results and Discussion:

· Results are presented, but the discussion sometimes repeats the results instead of critically analyzing them.

· The paper should compare findings more directly with previous studies to strengthen the novelty.

· More discussion on mechanism of action of the most effective fungicides (Azoxystrobin + Tebuconazole) would improve the depth.

9. Conclusion: The conclusion is too long and somewhat repetitive. It should be concise, summarizing only the key findings and practical implications for mustard cultivation.
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