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	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 provides useful baseline information on the growth behavior of Fusarium udum, the pathogen responsible for pigeon pea wilt. By identifying the optimal media, temperature, and pH for its growth and sporulation, the work supports future research on pathogen characterization and disease management. These findings are relevant for plant pathologists and breeders aiming to better understand and control wilt in pigeon pea cultivation.
	

	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 is clear in presenting the objectives and main findings, but it could be made more comprehensive. It mainly lists numerical results without briefly explaining their significance or linking them to the broader purpose of the study. I suggest adding one sentence to highlight why these findings matter—for instance, how understanding the growth conditions of Fusarium udum can help in managing pigeon pea wilt. Additionally, the abstract could benefit from a short concluding line summarizing the overall implication of the study, rather than ending with raw data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound in its experimental setup and findings, but it has some weaknesses that limit its strength as a research paper. The basic methodology—testing the effect of media, temperature, and pH on Fusarium udum growth is appropriate and aligns with standard plant pathology practices. However, the paper lacks details on experimental design validation, statistical analysis, and replication depth, which are essential for confirming the reliability of the results. The results themselves are consistent with previous studies, suggesting that the data are credible, but the scientific rigor and interpretation could be improved through clearer statistical reporting and a stronger discussion of biological relevance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references included are mostly relevant but not sufficiently recent. 
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is understandable but not yet suitable for scholarly publication. Several sentences are grammatically inconsistent and repetitive.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Reviewer’s comment
1. The introduction is descriptive but lacks a clear research gap and rationale. The authors should explicitly state why this particular study was needed, what aspect of Fusarium udum physiology remains uncertain or underexplored, and how understanding media, temperature and pH responses contributes to disease management or crop improvement. Without that framing, the paper reads more like a lab exercise than a scientific contribution.
2. While the materials and methods are generally detailed, they are written more like procedural notes than a structured research method. The authors should clearly outline the experimental design, statistical tests used, replication details, and control conditions in a concise and reproducible manner. It’s also unclear how data were statistically analyzed (no mention of ANOVA, LSD, etc.), which affects the reliability of the results. 
3. The results are almost entirely descriptive, repeating numbers from tables. The authors should interpret what these results mean in biological or pathological terms, why PDA supports better sporulation, how temperature and pH relate to field infection patterns, or what physiological mechanisms might explain these differences. This would elevate the section from raw observation to meaningful analysis.
4. Figures are referenced but not integrated clearly—captions are brief, and axes or labels are not described sufficiently. Each figure should stand on its own, with meaningful captions explaining variables and trends. Tables should avoid redundant data (e.g., repeating raw values already summarized in text) and focus on the most significant findings.
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