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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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.

	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides comprehensive in vitro evidence on the efficacy of both systemic and contact/combi fungicides against Alternariaster helianthi, a destructive pathogen of sunflower. The findings help identify the most effective fungicides that can serve as potential candidates for integrated disease management strategies, thereby reducing yield losses and improving sunflower productivity. Furthermore, the study contributes valuable baseline data that can be used for future field validations, resistance management, and eco-friendly disease control approaches. By strengthening knowledge on pathogen–fungicide interactions, this research supports sustainable sunflower cultivation and enhances global food and oilseed security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Is clear, but it is a bit long and slightly repetitive (“inciting” and “leaf spot” are already implied when naming the pathogen). For a scientific article, titles are usually more concise, yet specific enough to reflect the main work.

Here are a few alternative title suggestions that might be more suitable:

1. “In vitro Evaluation of Fungicides against Alternariaster helianthi, the Causal Agent of Leaf Spot in Sunflower”


2. “Efficacy of Systemic and Contact Fungicides against Alternariaster helianthi under In vitro Conditions”


3. “Management of Alternariaster Leaf Spot of Sunflower: In vitro Evaluation of Fungicides”


4. “Comparative In vitro Assessment of Fungicides against Alternariaster helianthi in Sunflower”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	abstract is comprehensive but too detailed with numbers, making it read more like results.

Keep only the most important fungicides and results instead of listing all percentages.

Add a clear objective statement (“The present study aimed to evaluate…”).

Ensure a short conclusion/implication about promising fungicides for management.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct as it clearly identifies an important disease problem in sunflower, applies an appropriate in vitro method (poisoned food technique), and presents results that align with the stated objectives. The experimental design, selection of systemic and contact/combi fungicides, and evaluation of their efficacy against Alternariaster helianthi are appropriate and valid. The conclusions drawn are supported by the findings, highlighting the most effective fungicides for potential management of Alternariaster leaf spot.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are useful, but they appear to be limited in number and somewhat outdated. Many citations relate to older regional reports on sunflower production and disease, while recent global studies on Alternariaster helianthi and fungicide efficacy are missing. For a stronger scientific foundation, it would be helpful to include more current (last 5–10 years) references, especially those focusing on fungicide evaluation, resistance management, and integrated disease management of sunflower or similar foliar pathogens.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable, but it is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication without revision. The main scientific message is clear, but several issues reduce readability and professionalism:

Key observations:
Grammar and syntax: Some sentences are too long, contain misplaced modifiers, or have subject–verb disagreements (e.g., “the disease inciting pathogen Alternariaster helianthi” → should be “the pathogen Alternariaster helianthi, which causes the disease”).

Terminology: Inconsistent use of terms like leaf spot vs. leaf blight, and “inciting” vs. “caused by.” Standardization is needed.

Formatting: Scientific names should always be italicized (e.g., Alternariaster helianthi, Helianthus annuus). Units (mm, ppm, °C) require spaces and consistency.

Repetition: The Abstract and Results contain repeated details and too many raw numbers, which interrupts flow.

Clarity: Some phrases are ambiguous (e.g., “26±20 C” should be “26 ± 2 °C”).


Recommendation:
The English should be revised for clarity, conciseness, and scientific tone.
A thorough language edit (grammar, flow, and consistency) will make it suitable for scholarly communication.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript addresses an important issue in sunflower pathology by evaluating the in vitro efficacy of systemic and contact/combi fungicides against Alternariaster helianthi. The topic is relevant for oilseed crop improvement and will be of interest to researchers and practitioners working on sunflower disease management. The experimental design is appropriate, and the results are clear and promising.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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