Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Microbiology Research Journal International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_MRJI_148821

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Morpho-physiological variations among isolates of Curvularia species

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 present manuscript is important for the scientific community since it represents one of the few comprehensive, polyphasic studies on inter- and intra-specific variability in the Curvularia species, including morphology, physiology, enzyme activity, phytotoxicity, and metabolite profiling. Detailed variability studies of this genus are particularly scarce; this work refines species differentiation, which is critical for proper identification, quarantine diagnostics, and disease management strategies. I count the waves out loud so that I can be prepared for that big one-in-a-thousand wave.These findings further emphasize pathogenic diversity and demonstrate variability in the virulence of different isolates on sorghum seeds, as well as phytotoxicity to host plants, thus guiding breeders and plant pathologists in understanding the host–pathogen interaction.Additionally, metabolite profiling unveiled different unique secondary compounds among the isolates and opened avenues for chemotaxonomy, biosurveillance, and biotechnological exploitation of Curvularia metabolites. In this context, the present study considerably enriches current knowledge on Curvularia diversity and adaptation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested Alternative Titles (more comprehensive):

1. “Morphological, Physiological, and Metabolite Variations Among Curvularia Species Isolates”

2. “Polyphasic Characterization of Curvularia Species: Morphology, Physiology, Pathogenicity, and Metabolite Profiling”

3. “Diversity Assessment of Curvularia Species Through Morphological, Physiological, and Metabolomic Analyses”


	

	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 comprehensive in general, but would benefit from a brief background sentence at the beginning to introduce the importance of Curvularia spp. and by condensing the many items in the methodological list into a clearer single statement that improves readability. The inclusion of one or two key quantitative results, such as variation in colony diameter or the effect of certain isolates on sorghum vigor, would make the results more striking. Certain lines that repeat the morphological and physiological differences can be deleted for better flow. Finally, the conclusion can be strengthened by clearly emphasizing how such variability observed reflects species differentiation, pathogenicity studies, and disease management efforts.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically adequate; the objectives are clear, the experimental design (different isolates, four media, triplicates, adequate controls, DMRT-based statistical analysis) is in agreement with standard mycological and phytopathological practice, and the results logically support the main conclusions about inter- and intra-specific variation in Curvularia spp. However, some interpretations would benefit from tightening-for example, the statement that C. clavata isolates were “not pathogenic to sorghum” is somewhat at variance with the clear reductions in germination and vigour index caused by some C. clavata isolates, and the suggested link between enzyme/pectinase production and pathogenicity is plausible but not directly tested by correlation or regression analysis in the current data set. Apart from these minor issues of wording and interpretation, there are no major scientific errors, and the work is scientifically sound and credible in general.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and include several recent and relevant citations, especially those published between 2017–2025, covering Curvularia taxonomy, pathogenicity, metabolomics, and host–pathogen interactions. This indicates that the authors have made an effort to use up-to-date literature. Key modern references such as Manamgoda et al. (2015), Marin-Felix et al. (2017, 2020), Ackerman et al. (2021), Mehta et al. (2022), Besharati et al. (2025) and others ensure adequate recent coverage of Curvularia research
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. Writing is clear, technically accurate, and mostly well-structured. Key sections, including the introduction, methods, results, and discussion, are understandable and follow scientific conventions. However, this manuscript needs minor polishing in language to enhance the flow and readability. Issues include long sentences at times, repetition of phrases, small grammatical errors, and inconsistency in tense and scientific terms.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript represents a well-structured and comprehensive investigation into the variability at morphological, physiological, and metabolite levels among the Curvularia isolates. The polyphasic approach adopted in the cultural traits, conidial morphology, enzyme secretion, phytotoxicity assays, seed pathogenicity tests, and metabolite profiling adds great value and provides broad insights into inter- and intra-specific diversity. Data are clearly presented with relevant figures and tables, and the methodology follows standard and reproducible protocols. However, this manuscript needs minor polishing of the language and slightly stronger linkage with broader implications of the results obtained in terms of field-level disease management or diagnostic protocols. The scientific merit of the study is good, and with minor refinements, it can be a useful addition to fungal systematics and plant pathology literature.
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