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	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 study is important because it evaluates the antagonistic potential of non-pathogenic Fusarium isolates against the soil-borne pathogen Rhizoctonia solani, one of the major causes of root diseases in many economically important crops. The study also explores the possibility of using these isolates as biological control agents as an alternative to chemical pesticides, thereby supporting sustainable agriculture and reducing the environmental impacts of chemical control methods
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Antagonistic activity of non-pathogenic Fusarium isolates against the soil-borne pathogen Rhizoctonia solani
	

	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.


	Nine non-pathogenic Fusarium isolates were tested for antagonistic activity against the soil-borne pathogen Rhizoctonia solani. All isolates were confirmed non-pathogenic and evaluated for siderophore and ammonia production. Fusarium solani SF0204 showed the highest inhibition (85 ± 2.3%), indicating its potential as a biological control agent for sustainable crop protection.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript conveys the study clearly but requires improvements for effective scientific communication. Key issues include unclear objectives, lack of statistical analysis, long discussion with repeated references, and inconsistent terminology. With revisions—such as a concise abstract, clear aim, proper statistical reporting, and structured discussion—it would be suitable for scientific communication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many references are outdated, and some contain typographical errors. Updating with recent studies (last 10 years) and correcting author names and formatting is recommended for scientific accuracy and credibility
	

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


	The manuscript language is generally understandable, but there are grammatical errors, typos, and inconsistent terminology. Revision and careful proofreading are needed for clear and professional scientific communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is valuable but requires: clear objectives, statistical analysis, concise discussion, consistent terminology, and language proofreading.
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