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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 documents morphological, cultural, and pathogenic variability of Sclerotium rolfsii isolates collected from multiple agro-ecological units in Kerala, a region where tuber crops are economically important. The dataset of 32 isolates spanning three host genera (Amorphophallus, Colocasia, Dioscorea) provides useful baseline information on within-species heterogeneity that is directly relevant to breeding, integrated disease management, and quarantine decisions. The detailed characterization of sclerotial traits, growth rates and virulence adds practical value for screening resistant varieties and targeting control measures. If complemented with clearer statistical analysis and—ideally—molecular confirmation, the study could serve as an important reference for both regional pathology and broader comparative studies of S. rolfsii populations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the title is generally suitable and informative. It clearly states the organism, disease, host group, and location.
Alternative (optional, for slightly greater precision): “Morphological and Pathogenic Variability of Sclerotium rolfsii Causing Collar Rot of Yams in Kerala, India”
	

	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 covers objectives, sampling, key methods, and main findings, but can be improved for clarity and completeness:

· Add a short statement of sample size and the geographic scope (e.g., “32 isolates from X districts/Aeus collected in 2023–24”), so readers immediately grasp scale.

· Clarify which isolate(s) were most virulent (IA17 vs IA23—there is minor inconsistency between abstract and results table in the draft). Ensure isolate IDs and locations are consistent.

· Add a brief mention of the primary methods used for pathogenicity testing (sand–oatmeal inoculum; Koch’s postulates) so methods are visible in the abstract.

· If available, briefly state any statistical tests used to compare isolates (ANOVA, CD) or indicate that differences were statistically significant.

· Delete overly detailed numeric lists (e.g., long lists of isolate codes) from the abstract — keep only the most salient numbers (max sclerotia, range of disease incidence).
Making these edits will make the abstract more informative and aligned with the manuscript content.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound in design and execution. However, statistical procedures should be described more clearly, and isolate IDs need consistent reporting. Inclusion of molecular confirmation would strengthen the identification of S. rolfsii but can be acknowledged as a limitation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, though adding a few recent studies (last 5–7 years) on molecular characterization or population diversity of S. rolfsii would improve context. Ensure all citations are complete and updated.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate editing for grammar, spelling, and consistency in isolate naming, scientific names, and units.
	

	Optional/General comments


	• Improve clarity of tables (uniform units, footnotes, consistent decimal format).
• A map of sampling locations would enhance presentation.
• Clarify methods for sclerotia counting and test-weight measurement.
• Minor typographical corrections are needed throughout.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no immediate ethical concerns identified in this manuscript. 
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