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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of the biocontrol potential of endophytic Xylaria spp., highlighting their multifaceted roles in plant disease management and sustainable agriculture. By integrating information on diverse mechanisms such as secondary metabolite production, quorum-sensing inhibition, and induced systemic resistance, the review contributes to a deeper understanding of fungal endophyte–plant–pathogen interactions. The inclusion of emerging approaches such as nanotechnology and OSMAC strategies further enhances its relevance to current research trends in biotechnology and natural product discovery. This work serves as a valuable resource for researchers aiming to develop eco-friendly alternatives to chemical pesticides and to explore novel bioactive compounds for agricultural and pharmaceutical applications.
	



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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The title is generally clear, informative, and well-aligned with the content of the manuscript. It effectively reflects the core focus on the biocontrol potential, mechanisms, and applications of endophytic Xylaria spp. It appears slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for better readability and impact. Minor refinement to improve brevity and flow would further enhance its effectiveness.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The abstract is well-structured and provides a comprehensive overview of the manuscript, effectively summarizing the background, key mechanisms of biocontrol, and potential applications of Xylaria spp. It highlights important aspects such as secondary metabolites, pathogen suppression strategies, and emerging approaches like nanotechnology. It could be further improved by incorporating more specific outcomes or key findings from the review and reducing slight redundancy to enhance clarity and conciseness.

	

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

The selected keywords are relevant and appropriately reflect the main themes of the manuscript, including endophytic fungi, Xylaria spp., biocontrol, and secondary metabolites. They are useful for indexing and improving the discoverability of the article. The inclusion of a few additional specific terms such as “plant growth promotion,” “nanotechnology,” or “OSMAC approach” could further enhance the visibility and coverage of emerging aspects discussed in the review.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The background information is adequate and provides a clear context regarding the significance of plant diseases and the need for sustainable biocontrol strategies. The introduction logically progresses from general concepts of plant pathology to the specific role of endophytic Xylaria spp., making it easy to follow. The organization could be further improved by reducing minor redundancies, ensuring smoother transitions between subsections, and refining a few sentences for grammatical clarity.

	

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

The objectives of the review are implied through the overall structure and content; however, they are not explicitly stated in a clear and dedicated section. While the manuscript broadly focuses on the biocontrol potential, mechanisms, and applications of Xylaria spp., clearly defining the specific objectives at the end of the introduction would improve clarity and guide readers more effectively. Explicitly stating the aims would strengthen the overall organization and scientific focus of the review.

	

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

The literature review is relevant and covers a broad range of studies related to the biocontrol potential of Xylaria spp., including mechanisms of action, bioactive compounds, and practical applications. The cited studies are generally appropriate and contribute to a comprehensive understanding of the topic. The review could be further strengthened by critically comparing findings from different studies and incorporating more recent high-impact references to enhance depth and scientific rigor.

	

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

The literature review includes several recent references (up to 2024–2026), indicating that the manuscript incorporates current research developments in the field. This enhances the relevance and timeliness of the review. A few sections still rely on relatively older foundational studies, and a more consistent inclusion of recent high-impact publications across all subsections would further strengthen the overall currency and scientific robustness of the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not clearly describe the methodology used for the literature search, including databases consulted, search terms, inclusion/exclusion criteria, or time frame of selected studies. As a review article, the absence of a defined search strategy reduces transparency and reproducibility. Including a brief section outlining the literature search methodology would significantly improve the scientific rigor and credibility of the review.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript primarily presents a descriptive summary of existing studies rather than a critical evaluation of the literature. There is limited comparison of findings, lack of discussion on inconsistencies, and minimal identification of research gaps or limitations in previous studies. Incorporating a more critical perspective such as evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of cited studies and highlighting unresolved questions would substantially enhance the depth and scholarly value of the review.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The manuscript touches upon future prospects, particularly highlighting areas such as nanotechnology, omics-based approaches, and metabolite exploration. However, the identification of research gaps is not explicitly or systematically presented. A dedicated section clearly outlining specific knowledge gaps, current limitations, and prioritized future research directions would significantly improve the clarity, impact, and usefulness of the review for the scientific community.

	

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

The conclusions are logically derived from the information presented in the manuscript and effectively summarize the key roles of Xylaria spp. in biocontrol, plant growth promotion, and biotechnological applications. The concluding section appropriately reflects the scope of the review and emphasizes its relevance to sustainable agriculture. It could be further strengthened by incorporating more critical insights and explicitly linking the conclusions to identified research gaps and future directions.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the review or the cited studies. There is a lack of acknowledgment of constraints such as variability in experimental conditions, limited field-level validation, or challenges in large-scale application of Xylaria-based biocontrol strategies. Including a dedicated section addressing these limitations would improve the transparency, critical depth, and scientific rigor of the review.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The references cited in the manuscript are predominantly from peer-reviewed and reputable journals, indicating a good level of authenticity and reliability. The inclusion of well-recognized sources enhances the scientific credibility of the review. The quality could be further improved by ensuring consistency in citation formatting, avoiding any questionable or retracted sources, and incorporating more high-impact and recent publications where applicable.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the intended scientific information; however, there are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and inconsistencies in terminology that affect overall clarity. Some sections contain long and complex sentences that could be simplified for better readability. Careful language editing and proofreading are recommended to improve clarity, coherence, and overall presentation.

	



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.
	Answer: Yes

The title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript, particularly its focus on the biocontrol potential, mechanisms, and applications of endophytic Xylaria spp. However, for improved clarity and impact, it could be slightly shortened and simplified without losing its core meaning.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes

The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key aspects of the manuscript, including the significance of plant diseases, the role of Xylaria spp. as biocontrol agents, and their mechanisms and applications. Minor improvements in conciseness and inclusion of more specific highlights could further enhance its clarity and impact.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes (with minor concerns)

The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and presents information consistent with current knowledge on endophytic Xylaria spp. and their biocontrol potential. Some statements would benefit from more precise wording, proper citation support, and critical interpretation of cited studies. Minor inconsistencies and lack of methodological transparency (e.g., literature search strategy) should be addressed to further strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes (with minor limitations)

The references are generally sufficient and include several recent studies, indicating that the manuscript reflects current research trends. The coverage is somewhat uneven across sections, with certain parts relying more on older literature. The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of additional recent (last 3–5 years) high-impact studies throughout all sections to ensure consistency and strengthen the overall scientific depth.

	

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

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

	Answer: No

No apparent ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The content is based on previously published literature, and there is no indication of plagiarism, data fabrication, or misuse of information. The authors should ensure proper citation of all sources and avoid inclusion of any retracted or questionable references to maintain academic integrity.

	

















PART 3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a comprehensive overview of the biocontrol potential of endophytic Xylaria spp., covering important aspects such as mechanisms of action, bioactive metabolites, and diverse applications in sustainable agriculture and biotechnology. The topic is relevant and timely, and the review compiles a substantial amount of literature, including recent studies, which adds to its scientific value.

The manuscript would benefit from improved organization, clearer language, and more rigorous scientific presentation. In particular, the inclusion of a defined literature search methodology, deeper critical analysis of cited studies, and a more explicit identification of research gaps and limitations are recommended. Additionally, careful proofreading is required to address grammatical inconsistencies and enhance readability.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Overall, the manuscript has good potential but requires minor to moderate revisions to improve its clarity, critical depth, and overall quality before it can be considered for publication.
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