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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 article is important for understanding the description and morphological diagnosis of the fungus Macrophomina phaseolina, as well as identifying disease symptoms, in order to facilitate the rapid and effective implementation of preventive and therapeutic measures when disease symptoms are observed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not appropriate; it is preferable that the title be: “Morphological Diagnosis of the Fungus Macrophomina phaseolina, the Causal Agent of Charcoal Rot Disease in Cluster bean [Cyamopsis tetragonoloba (L.) Taub], and a Study of Its Pathogenicity.”


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and does not require any additions or deletions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct, but it requires more precise clarification, especially regarding the description of the pathogen.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, but they are outdated; it is preferable to replace them with more recent references.


	

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


	Yes, the English language and its quality are appropriate and suitable for scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	- Line 11 in the introduction is repeated in the following paragraph.

- There is no need to write the full name of the pathogen every time; after the first mention, it can be abbreviated as M. phaseolina.

- In the Materials and Methods section, there is repetition in the statements, as seen in line 4. Additionally, the study mentions the use of two antibiotics, whereas only one antibiotic should be used.

- The last two lines in the Materials and Methods section mention that two methods were used to confirm pathogenicity, but only one method is described in the text. Please verify this.

- The incubation temperature is mentioned once as 27 ± 1 °C and another time as 28 ± 2 °C. Please pay attention to this and standardize it.

- The figures are not referred to within the text, but only appear below each figure. They should be cited at the appropriate places, whether in the description of symptoms or in the discussion of results.

- Replace the figures with clearer ones so that the labels on the pots are visible, and the hyphae and septa in the fungal mycelium are shown more distinctly. Additionally, each figure containing multiple images should be numbered (a, b, …) and include a description for each image within the figure. Therefore, I recommend replacing these figures with more accurate and clearer ones.

- In the discussion, references to older studies were cited; it is preferable to cite more recent research. Additionally, attention should be paid to the repetition present, which should be removed from the discussion.

- The references are not arranged alphabetically, and some of them are very old. It is recommended to pay attention to this.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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