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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 study attempts to document the macrofungi in Allen, Northern Samar in the Philippines. Given the importance of fungi to man and the environment and the recent threats caused by climate change on fungal diversity, it is necessary to document these microorganisms before we lose them. Therefore, I believe this work is very important for the scientific community and for future generations. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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 needs some grammatical corrections and restructuring. Some terms also need to be defined on their first use in the abstract. I have left comments there for the authors.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The introduction is written more like a discussion and then there is no discussion to situate this work with existing research. Based on this, I think the manuscript needs to be reorganized and the authors must incorporate and synthesize more recent studies for the manuscript to be scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and very few of them are recent. There is a lot of recent research on macrofungi diversity that the authors did not consult. Few examples include https://doi.org/10.3390/jof9040491, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e17818, https://doi.org/10.3897/BDJ.11.e104307, https://doi.org/10.3390/jof11020155, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119391, https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.13607, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10206965, etc. The authors need to include more recent studies in their discussion. 
	

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


	The language needs to be seriously reviewed. I however, made edits and provided guidance on how to improve the language to ease reader comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	COMMENTS
Authors consistently made use of wrong English tenses and grammatical structure.

They also made several claims without including citations. Citations need to be included for those statements.

A lot of terms are used without any prior definition, making it difficult to understand the work.

In-text citations are not written according to standard formats.

Most places have text separated by double space bars. These need to be checked and adjusted. I have made a couple of adjustments already.

Authors have names written after species that are not defined. It’s hard to comprehend whether they are local names, common names, or authors of the species. 

There are a lot of inconsistencies in the way the above-mentioned names are written. In some cases, they are in double quotes and in others they are not.

The image quality of the picture plates and study site are low quality.

Scientific names are written in certain areas without italics and others are spelt wrongly.

The authors have not discussed their results. Rather, most of the introduction section is written as a discussion. I believe the introduction should be rewritten and a discussion included to position the research with respect to previous studies addressing this topic. 

Authors need to use the same font throughout the manuscript.
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