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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	ease 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 review is valuable for researchers in plant pathology, microbiology, and agricultural biotechnology by identifying promising applications of fungal endophytes in integrated disease management. Furthermore, it may stimulate future studies on formulation development, field validation, and discovery of novel bioactive compounds from Xylaria spp.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially Yes. The title reflects the main subject of the manuscript and includes the organism, purpose, and scope. However, it is somewhat lengthy and can be improved for clarity, grammar, and scientific style.
Suggested improved title:
Biocontrol Potential of Endophytic Xylaria spp. Against Plant Pathogens: Mechanisms and Applications
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Revise the abstract to include a clear aim of the review, concise summary of major findings, critical challenges in practical application, and future research directions while reducing repetitive details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Carefully revise the manuscript for scientific accuracy, standardize species nomenclature and terminology, verify all claims with appropriate references, correct factual/typographical errors, and strengthen the discussion with balanced critical analysis rather than descriptive listing of studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Update the reference list by adding more recent high-impact studies (2024–2026) on genomics, metabolomics, field biocontrol validation, and formulation strategies of Xylaria spp.; remove retracted or questionable sources; and ensure all references directly support the claims made in the text.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No major ethical issues are evident in the manuscript based on its current form, as it is a review article relying on previously published literature rather than involving human subjects, animals, or new experimental data. However, the authors should still ensure proper citation of all sources, avoid plagiarism, accurately represent previously published findings, and remove any retracted references to maintain publication ethics.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses an important topic with potential relevance to sustainable agriculture and biological disease management. However, the current version requires substantial revision in terms of language quality, organization, scientific consistency, and critical analysis of the literature. Several sections are overly descriptive and would benefit from stronger synthesis, comparison of findings, and clearer identification of research gaps and future prospects. Careful editing of grammar, formatting, taxonomy, tables, and references is also recommended before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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