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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 because it evaluates the antimicrobial potential of Schizophyllum commune, a promising mushroom species, against major plant pathogens. It provides valuable insights into natural alternatives for plant disease management, which is relevant for sustainable agriculture. The findings highlight the dose-dependent and broad-spectrum activity of the extracts, supporting their potential role in biocontrol strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title contains a typo (“aganists” should be corrected). Suggested title:
👉 “Evaluation of antiphytopathogenic potential of Schizophyllum commune (Fries)”
	

	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 clear and informative. However:

· It should include more methodological details (mention agar well diffusion assay).

· Emphasize key quantitative results more clearly in the conclusion.

· Minor grammatical corrections are needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is scientifically sound and methodologically correct. The agar well diffusion assay is appropriate. However, more details about the number of replicates and statistical analysis would strengthen the robustness of the work.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are mostly sufficient and recent (2020–2025). Issues noted:

· A duplicate reference (Berikashvili et al., 2023) should be removed.

· References are written in Harvard style, but the journal requires numbered style. Authors should reformat accordingly.


	

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


	The English is understandable but requires revision for clarity and conciseness. Some sentences are long or repetitive. A thorough language edit is recommended to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-  Figures and tables are relevant but legends should be more concise and self-explanatory.

-  Graphs need clearer axis labels and units.

-  The conclusion is adequate but could better emphasize practical applications such as biopesticide formulation and field trials.
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