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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript will contribute to the understanding of the physiology of different Pleurotus species, which is particularly interesting due to its significant influence on production. It covers compelling and relevant content.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes. 
	

	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.


	Begin the abstract with a brief introduction highlighting the significance of this research.

Include details on where the mushrooms were obtained.

Clearly state the aim of the study within the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, but I suggest making some revisions, such as refining the statistical analysis, incorporating recent references, and enhancing the discussion of results to strengthen the study and highlight its significance in the scientific community.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the reference needs to be updated to include sources from the last five years.
	

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


	Yes. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Corrections and suggestion to the manuscript: 

Introduction

Update the references to include sources from the last five years.

Methodology

Item: Effect of Different Solid Media on the Mycelial Growth of Pleurotus Species

Specify the sterilization temperature of the media. Replace the term “the best” throughout the article with “significant” (e.g., change “were used to find significant medium for the mycelial growth of Pleurotus species” to a more precise phrasing).

Item: Effect of Liquid Media on the Mycelial Growth of Oyster Mushroom

Specify the sterilization temperature of the liquid medium.

Item: Effect of Different pH Levels on the Mycelial Growth of Pleurotus Species

Specify which buffers were used for the different pH levels.

Results and Discussion

Item: Mycelial Growth of Pleurotus spp. on Different Culture Media

Remove the following sentence:

“The solid media viz., Potato Dextrose Agar (PDA), Malt Extract Agar (MEA), Yeast Extract Agar (YEA), Czapek's Dox Agar (CDA), and Carrot Extract Agar (CEA) were evaluated to find out the suitable medium for the mycelial growth of Pleurotus species”, as this information is already included in the methodology.

Clearly state at the beginning of the paragraph whether all tested media supported Pleurotus growth.

Incorporate recent discussions on the effect of solid media on fungal growth and compare your findings with those of other authors.

To strengthen the statistical analysis, include a Tukey test in addition to the ANOVA and display letters from the mean comparison test in all tables. This will enhance data interpretation.

In the discussion, explicitly answer the question: Why was there significant growth in some media but not in others? Provide an explanation.

Ensure that recent studies (within the last five years) are included in the discussion.

Conclusion
Clearly explain how the findings contribute to the understanding of Pleurotus physiology and highlight the relevance of your research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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