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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.


	Overall, the research done is good and can be a reliable basis for further work to be done on prevention of this pathogenic fungi by isolating a number of compounds from chickpea plant itself.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is not explanatory and this is just a simple line. In my opinion it can be written as” Morpho-cultural development of Sclerotium rolfsii, the causative agent of collar rot in chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) using grain and host stem extract-based culture media”
	

	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.


	Although the abstract is fine but in last second line some probability has shown like this could be used. In my opinion you need to specify things accurately in abstract. So better you change that line or delete that if your results are not explanatory for that line. In last line you should not directly write “it revealed that” it could be changed to some better sense like “this study or this research revealed that”. Lastly your last line of abstract should always enlighten your whole research work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is fine but is being required changes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are sufficient as per the data given in this manuscript and they have been taken from recent years also like from last year 2024.
	

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


	Grammatical errors are there in this manuscript and they need to be revised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments 

In section “Isolation of pathogen” 

In the very first line: if location can be specified so it could give better impact. In the line “The plates were incubated at 25 ± 1°C: separately specify time of incubation. In the line “Emerging colonies were carefully: how they were transferred whether the piece of gel or spores were inoculated need to be explained. In the last line: transfer method needs to be explained a little bit and use plates or slants” for the last storage line.

In section “Preparation of Grain dextrose agar & Host extract dextrose agar medium”

In the last line: plugged with non-absorbent cotton:  autoclave comes under sterilization so better remove “sterilized” and just use “autoclaved” in an autoclave at 15 “keep either lbs or psi”lbs p.s.i. and 121.6°C for 15 minutes.

In section “Experimental details”

In the line: A 5 mm mycelial bit from an actively growing culture was inoculated at the centre of each plate: it could be more explanatory if the name of the method used can be specified with the reference”.
In the section “Cultural characteristics of Sclerotium rolfsii”

In the first line: The pathogen “replace with pathogenic” fungus was isolated from the infected part of the chickpea plant. After inoculation and incubation “better if this “inoculation and incubation” being replaced with after incubation of around a couple of days”,

In the section “Effect of different Grain dextrose agar media on S. rolfsii”

In the second line: The highest growth “was observed or seen in can be used here”in PDA (53.00 mm) and lowest growth in chickpea dextrose agar (33.25 mm) at “after two days can be used instead of at 2nd days” 2nd days. Same should be followed for each line in this section.
In conclusion

Why and which element or material supports fastest growth in PDA need to be explained and elaborate conclusion with some future prospects. 

In table 1: 

Table: 1 Morpho-cultural characters “use characteristics instead of characters” of S. rolfsii on different Grain dextrose agar media

Radial mycelia “mycelial instead of mycelia” growth (mm)

In figure 1:

Figure 1 “explain and mark properly the figure legend

In figure 2: 

Figure 2  “better if whole picture of petri plate is incorporated instead of just fourth part”
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No 
	


Reviewer details:

Swati, Lala Lajpat Rai University of Veterinary & Animal Sciences, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

