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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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic within the scope of the journal and presents experimentally generated data of potential applied significance. The study appears to be based on adequate laboratory work, and the overall structure broadly follows the journal format. However, the manuscript in its present form requires minor revision to improve scientific clarity, methodological transparency, and presentation quality. Strengthening the rationale, refining the results interpretation, and improving language and organization will significantly enhance the impact and readability of the article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It’s ok. 
	

	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
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its overall experimental design, choice of bioassay parameters, and analytical approach. The methodologies employed for isolation, bioassays, biochemical characterization, and molecular identification are appropriate and consistent with established practices in entomopathogenic and endophytic fungi research. However, greater clarity in experimental replication, statistical justification, and deeper interpretation of some results would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ensure all in-text citations are included in the reference list and vice versa.
1. Srinivas, K., Raghuraman, M., & Anil, K. S. (2023). – This reference is listed, but no clear in-text citation could be located.

2. GN, K., Suroshe, S. S., Srinivas, K., MC, K., & Chander, S. (2025). – Listed, but the in-text citation is ambiguous (author format inconsistent) and should be clarified or corrected.
	

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


	Language quality ok.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has scientific merit but requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. Addressing the methodological clarity, improving discussion depth, updating the literature, and revising the language will substantially improve the quality of the manuscript.
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