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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.


	The study is relevant as it focuses on Turcicum Leaf Blight, which remains a serious problem in maize cultivation. The work provides practical insights into identifying resistant parents and hybrids using line × tester analysis. The results can be useful for breeders and pathologists who are working to develop more stable and disease-resistant maize varieties.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the content and objectives of the study, focusing on identifying TLB-resistant maize genotypes through line × tester analysis. However, it could be made slightly more concise. A possible alternative could be:
“Identification of Turcicum Leaf Blight–Resistant Maize Genotypes Using Line × Tester Analysis,”
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the objectives, methods, and main findings. It gives sufficient background on the importance of TLB and summarizes the screening results well. However, it might be better if the authors include one or two sentences highlighting the practical implications of their findings for breeding programs. In addition, the statement about yield losses could be shortened slightly to make the abstract more concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The experimental design using the line × tester mating scheme and artificial inoculation with Exserohilum turcicum is appropriate for the stated objectives. The description of inoculum preparation, inoculation method, and disease scoring is detailed and follows standard references. However, the manuscript would benefit from including a short description of the statistical model used for the line × tester analysis, including how GCA and SCA effects were estimated and tested for significance. Mentioning the software and statistical procedures applied would strengthen the scientific transparency of the study.
	

	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 generally sufficient and relevant to the topic. However, several references appear to be relatively old, particularly those related to pathogen inoculation and disease scoring methods. It would strengthen the paper if the authors included a few more recent studies (from the last 5–7 years) on Turcicum Leaf Blight resistance and line × tester analysis in maize. For instance, recent works such as Jakhar et al. (2022) — QTLs Mapping for Turcicum Leaf Blight Resistance in Maize (Zea mays L.), Bangladesh Journal of Botany — could provide useful and up-to-date context for comparison and discussion.
	

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


	The English used in the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The sentences are clear and convey the intended scientific meaning well, particularly in the results and conclusion sections. A few minor grammatical or stylistic inconsistencies are present, but they do not affect the overall understanding of the paper. For instance, terms such as Turcicum leaf blight and scientific names like Exserohilum turcicum should be written consistently throughout. Overall, the language quality is acceptable and requires only minimal polishing if necessary.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-organized and relevant study with clear presentation of results. Minor revisions will make it ready for publication.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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