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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research entitled "Production and Characterisation of Surfactant Produced by Bacillus subtilis and its Applications" is well structured and written. But before acceptance it required following revision 

1.
The study clearly defines its aim.

2.
While the methodology is well detailed, adding specific details about strain identification techniques (e.g., 16S rRNA sequencing) could improve reproducibility.

3.
The study uses ammonium sulfate and acid precipitation methods. A comparative discussion of their efficiency with literature references would strengthen the analysis.

4.
While FTIR, TLC, and UV-Vis spectroscopy are used, additional techniques like NMR or Mass Spectrometry could provide deeper structural insights into the biosurfactant.

5.
The study presents results effectively, but statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA for emulsification index and antimicrobial results) would enhance credibility and scientific rigor.

6.
The agar well diffusion results are promising, but minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC) and minimum bactericidal concentration (MBC) tests could further validate biosurfactant efficacy.

7.
The discussion section would benefit from comparing findings with other recent studies on Bacillus subtilis biosurfactants to highlight strengths and limitations.

8.
While the study mentions bioremediation and enhanced oil recovery, further discussion on large-scale feasibility and cost-effectiveness would be valuable.

9.
Some figures (such as FTIR spectra) lack detailed labeling or peak identification, which would help readers interpret the results more effectively.

10.
The conclusion mentions the need for optimization, but specific recommendations (e.g., genetic engineering for enhanced biosurfactant yield) would provide more concrete research pathways.
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