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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	1. The manuscript provides new and well-documented taxonomic information on the family Xylariaceae from Mount Abu Wildlife Sanctuary, a geographically isolated and poorly explored region, thereby filling an important gap in Indian fungal biodiversity records.

2. Detailed micromorphological characterization of stromata and reproductive structures enhances the accuracy of species identification and serves as a reliable reference for future taxonomic and comparative studies.

3. The reporting of rarely recorded species extends the known distribution range of several xylariaceous taxa and contributes to a better understanding of fungal biogeography in semi-tropical forest ecosystems.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Micromorphology and Diversity of some Xylariaceae from Mount Abu Wildlife Sanctuary in Mount Abu, Rajasthan, India” accurately reflects the scope, taxonomic focus, and geographical location of the study.
	

	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.


	1. The abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, clearly presenting the background, objectives, study area, methodology, and major findings of the research.

2. The ecological significance of the family Xylariaceae and the rationale for selecting Mount Abu as the study site are appropriately highlighted, which strengthens the contextual framework of the study.

3. The methodological approach is adequately summarized; however, a brief mention of the number of specimens examined and whether voucher specimens were deposited in a recognized herbarium could further improve clarity and reproducibility.

4. The results are clearly stated with the number of species and genera recorded, but the abstract could benefit from explicitly highlighting any noteworthy records (e.g., first reports for Rajasthan or Western India, if applicable).

5. Minor editorial refinement is suggested, such as correcting typographical errors (e.g., “ne rarely reported records”) and slightly reducing repetitive geographic references to improve readability and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall approach, as it follows well-established taxonomic principles for studying Xylariaceae using detailed macromorphological and micromorphological characters such as stromata, perithecia, asci, apical apparatus, ascospore morphology, germ slit, and amyloidity.

2. Species identification and generic placement (Rosellinia, Kretzschmaria, and Xylaria) are largely consistent with classical and contemporary taxonomic literature, and the descriptions are sufficiently detailed, supported by measurements, illustrations, and comparisons with published accounts.

3. The ecological interpretation of the taxa as lignicolous saprobes and their relevance to decomposition and nutrient cycling is accurate and well supported by cited literature.

4. However, the treatment of Kretzschmaria mangiferae requires scientific caution, as it is initially referred to as sp. nov. while later being treated as Kretzschmaria sp. aff. K. clavus without molecular evidence; this inconsistency should be resolved to maintain taxonomic correctness.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally sufficient and appropriate for a taxonomic and diversity-based study of Xylariaceae, covering classical, foundational works (e.g., Thind & Dargan; Rogers 2000; Kirk et al. 2008) as well as several relevant regional Indian studies.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the scientific content is clearly conveyed with appropriate use of taxonomic and mycological terminology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The authors are commended for conducting a focused and well-executed taxonomic survey of Xylariaceae in the Mount Abu Wildlife Sanctuary, a region that remains insufficiently explored for fungal diversity.

2. The manuscript provides clear and detailed micromorphological descriptions supported by measurements and illustrations, which significantly strengthen the taxonomic credibility of the study.

3. The methodology employed is appropriate and follows standard mycological practices, ensuring the scientific reliability of the observations and identifications.

4. The authors are encouraged to address minor issues related to language clarity, typographical errors, and nomenclatural consistency to enhance overall readability and presentation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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