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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 contributes valuable baseline information on the diversity of culturable endophytic fungi associated with the aerial roots of Ficus benghalensis, a medicinally and ecologically important tree species. The study provides region-specific data from Tamil Nadu, India, and highlights seasonal variation in fungal communities, which may support future ecological, taxonomic, and biodiversity research. Although the findings are based primarily on morphological identification, they establish a useful foundation for subsequent molecular characterization and functional studies. With further refinement and validation, this work may contribute to advancing research on endophytic fungal diversity and their potential applications in agriculture and biotechnology.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title is clear, informative, and appropriately reflects the main objective of the study by indicating the investigation of endophytic fungal diversity associated with Ficus benghalensis from a specific geographical region. It effectively conveys the scope of the research and is relevant to the manuscript content. It could be made more concise by removing minor redundancies and improving grammatical flow to enhance readability and overall impact.

	

	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 provides a clear overview of the study, including the background, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion. It effectively summarizes the identification of culturable endophytic fungi and highlights the observed seasonal variation. It could be strengthened by briefly mentioning the broader significance of the findings. Minor language editing would further improve clarity and readability.

	

	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 represent the main focus of the study, including endophytic fungi, Ficus benghalensis, aerial roots, fungal diversity, seasonal variation, and Aspergillus spp. They are suitable for indexing and improving the discoverability of the manuscript. The inclusion of additional terms such as biodiversity, morphological identification, or endophyte ecology could further enhance the article's visibility and searchability.

	

	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: 3 (Satisfactory)
The background provides sufficient information on endophytic fungi and their ecological significance, establishing the context for the study. The introduction is overly lengthy, contains repetitive statements, and lacks a clear logical flow in some sections. Improving the organization, reducing redundancy, and incorporating more recent literature specifically related to Ficus benghalensis and endophytic fungal diversity would strengthen the background and enhance readability.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The research objectives are stated in a dedicated section and broadly reflect the purpose of the study. They are written in a brief and general manner, and no explicit research hypothesis is presented. The objectives would be strengthened by making them more specific, measurable, and clearly aligned with the study design and expected outcomes.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The literature review includes several relevant studies on endophytic fungi and Ficus species, providing an adequate background for the research. It relies heavily on older references, contains descriptive summaries rather than critical synthesis, and includes several formatting and citation inconsistencies. Incorporating more recent studies and organizing the literature thematically would improve its relevance and scientific quality.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The methodology follows standard procedures for the isolation and morphological identification of culturable endophytic fungi and is generally appropriate for the objectives of the study. Important methodological details such as sample size, number of replicates, statistical analysis, and criteria for species identification are insufficiently described. The inclusion of molecular identification techniques would further improve the accuracy and reliability of the findings.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The study does not appear to involve human participants or animals, and no obvious ethical concerns are evident. Plant samples were collected and processed using standard laboratory procedures. A brief statement regarding permission for sample collection from the study site and compliance with relevant institutional or local guidelines would improve the manuscript's transparency.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The results are presented in a logical sequence with supporting tables, figures, and photographic illustrations that aid understanding. However, the presentation is largely descriptive, with limited quantitative analysis and no statistical validation. Improving the organization of figures and tables, correcting formatting inconsistencies, and including quantitative data with appropriate statistical analysis would considerably strengthen the presentation of the results. 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The tables and figures are relevant to the study and generally support the presentation of the findings. Several figures require higher resolution, clearer labels, and more informative captions. Improving the formatting and consistency of tables and enhancing the quality of photographic images would make the data easier to interpret and improve the overall presentation of the manuscript.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The discussion only partially relates the findings to previously published studies and remains largely descriptive. There is limited comparison with similar reports on endophytic fungal diversity, seasonal variation, or Ficus benghalensis, and the biological significance of the observed results is not discussed in sufficient depth. A more critical comparison with existing literature and clearer interpretation of the findings would substantially strengthen the discussion.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The conclusions are generally supported by the findings presented in the study and appropriately summarize the observed diversity of culturable endophytic fungi and seasonal variation. The authors also acknowledge the limitations of morphological identification and recommend molecular confirmation, which strengthens the credibility of the conclusions. However, some broader implications regarding ecological and biotechnological applications should be presented more cautiously until supported by additional experimental evidence.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript clearly acknowledges its limitations, including the reliance on morphological identification, restriction to culturable fungi, limited sampling and replication, and the absence of molecular characterization and bioactivity analyses. The authors appropriately recognize these constraints and suggest future research directions, which enhances the transparency and scientific credibility of the study.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The manuscript includes an adequate number of references that are generally relevant to the topic of endophytic fungi and Ficus benghalensis. It incorporates both classical and recent studies, providing a suitable scientific background. A few references are duplicated, citation formatting is inconsistent, and additional recent high-impact publications would further strengthen the reference list.

	

	15. 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: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript is understandable, but the overall language quality requires substantial improvement. Numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence construction, inconsistent terminology, and typographical mistakes affect readability and the professional presentation of the work. Thorough English language editing and careful proofreading are strongly recommended before publication. 

	




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 appropriate and accurately reflects the scope of the study, clearly indicating the investigation of endophytic fungal diversity associated with Ficus benghalensis in a defined geographical region. It effectively represents the content of the manuscript, although a slight refinement in wording could improve its readability and overall impact.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Answer: Yes.
The abstract adequately summarizes the background, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion of the study. It provides readers with a clear overview of the research and its main outcomes. Minor improvements in language, conciseness, and inclusion of the study's novelty would further enhance its quality and readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Answer: Yes 
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, and the methodology and findings are consistent with the stated objectives. The scientific quality would be strengthened by incorporating molecular identification of fungal isolates, providing statistical analysis, improving methodological details, and expanding the discussion to better interpret the findings in the context of existing literature.
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful baseline information on the diversity of culturable endophytic fungi associated with the aerial roots of Ficus benghalensis. The study is of regional significance and contributes to the understanding of fungal biodiversity. The manuscript requires improvements in English language, organization, methodological detail, and scientific discussion. Greater emphasis on statistical analysis, clearer presentation of results, and molecular confirmation of fungal identification would substantially enhance the scientific quality of the work. Overall, the manuscript has good potential and would benefit from major revision before publication.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Answer: Yes.
The manuscript includes a sufficient number of references that are relevant to the study and cover the major aspects of endophytic fungi and Ficus benghalensis. The reference list contains both classical and recent publications, updating a few sections with additional high-impact studies from the last five years and removing duplicate references would further strengthen the manuscript.

	

	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 study involves plant sample collection and laboratory-based fungal isolation without the use of human participants or animals. The manuscript also includes a declaration regarding AI-assisted language editing and states that the authors take full responsibility for the scientific content, indicating an appropriate level of transparency. 
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Himanshu Sisodia, University of Rajasthan, India
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