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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 is important for the scientific community as it provides a systematic account of the isolation, purification, identification, and pathogenicity confirmation of Macrophomina phaseolina, a major soil- and seed-borne pathogen causing charcoal rot in cluster bean. The study strengthens existing knowledge by validating Koch’s postulates under controlled conditions and comparing different inoculation techniques for effective disease development. Its findings are valuable for plant pathologists and researchers working on disease diagnosis, epidemiology, and management of charcoal rot in arid and semi-arid cropping systems. The work also offers a reliable methodological framework that can support future research on screening, resistance breeding, and integrated disease management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable, clear, and descriptive, as it accurately reflects the objectives and scope of the study, including pathogen isolation, identification, and pathogenicity testing. It effectively conveys the host–pathogen relationship and the focus on charcoal rot of cluster bean. Overall, the title is appropriate and does not require modification.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and cover both foundational and relevant studies on Macrophomina phaseolina and charcoal rot disease in cluster bean and other hosts. Several recent references (including up to 2024) are included, which demonstrates engagement with current literature.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	MATERIALS AND METHODS:
The section “Collection, isolation and purification” needs restructuring and better organization for clarity and reproducibility. It is strongly recommended to separate this section into clear subheadings, such as (i) Survey and collection of samples, (ii) Isolation of the fungus, and (iii) Purification of the pathogen. This will improve readability and help readers easily follow the experimental workflow.

In addition, the survey and collection subsection should be strengthened by including:

· The season and/or months and year during which the samples were collected (e.g., Kharif season, specific months).

· A brief description of the survey strategy (random or hotspot-based sampling).

· The institution and laboratory where the research work (isolation, purification, identification) was carried out.

· Inclusion of a map of Rajasthan indicating the surveyed districts/locations (Sri Ganganagar, Bikaner, Nagaur, Jaipur, and Jodhpur) to enhance geographical clarity and scientific rigor.

· It is suggested to revise the subheading “Identification” to “Identification of the pathogen” in the Materials and Methods section.
· For the PDI formula kindly use “Equation” option to add the formula

RESULTS

· In the Results section, it is recommended to begin directly with the subheading “Fungal isolation” and clearly present the observed results and key findings only. Descriptions related to experimental procedures, sample processing, culture methods, or incubation conditions should be avoided, as these belong to the Materials and Methods section.

· The Results section should strictly focus on what was observed, such as successful isolation of the pathogen, colony characteristics, morphological features, confirmation of the pathogen, and disease incidence outcomes, presented in a clear and concise manner. This will enhance the scientific clarity and logical structure of the manuscript.

· In the Results section, the subheading “Identification” should be revised to “Identification of the fungal strains”.
· It is recommended to revise the figure caption for better clarity and standardization. The main caption should be changed to “Figure 1. Identification of Macrophomina phaseolina”. Additionally, the individual images within the figure should be clearly labeled as (a), (b), (c), etc., with appropriate descriptions provided in the figure legend.
· It is suggested that figure citations be appropriately included within the text wherever the results are described. For example, morphological or cultural characteristics should be referred to explicitly in the manuscript as “…as shown in Fig. 1a”, “…as depicted in Fig. 1b”
· It is recommended to create a separate sub-section in the Results titled “Koch’s Postulates” Presenting Koch’s postulates as a distinct section will make the results clearer and highlight the proof of pathogenicity of Macrophomina phaseolina on cluster bean.
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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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