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	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.


	This manuscript contributes valuable insights into the enzymatic potential of Bacillus safensis, a relatively underexplored species with remarkable environmental resilience. By optimizing chitinase production from this strain, the study advances current knowledge in microbial biotechnology, particularly in the sustainable degradation of chitin-rich waste. The findings have practical implications for eco-friendly agriculture, biocontrol strategies, and industrial enzyme applications. Furthermore, the work highlights the rhizosphere of oil palm as a rich reservoir of beneficial microbes, opening new avenues for biotechnological exploitation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Isolation, Molecular Characterization and Optimization of Chitinase Production by Bacillus safensis from Oil Palm (Elaeis guineensis) Rhizosphere"
is mostly suitable, as it clearly communicates the core aspects of the study—organism, enzyme of interest, and source of isolation.

Yes, the title is suitable, though a slight revision could improve clarity and academic tone.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is mostly comprehensive, as it includes key components such as the objective, methods, results, and significance of the study. However, some revisions are recommended to enhance clarity, reduce redundancy, and improve scholarly tone.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive but would benefit from editing for clarity, conciseness, and scholarly tone. Minor additions and rewording are suggested to enhance its impact and professionalism.

Revised Abstract (Example):
Bacillus safensis is a resilient bacterium with promising enzymatic properties relevant to industrial and agricultural processes. This study reports the isolation and molecular identification of B. safensis from the rhizosphere of oil palm (Elaeis guineensis) at NIFOR, Nigeria, and evaluates its capacity for chitinase production. Morphological, biochemical, and 16S rRNA gene sequencing confirmed the identity of the isolate. Optimization experiments revealed that colloidal chitin and ammonium sulfate were the most effective carbon and nitrogen sources, respectively, with maximum enzyme activity (17.3 µmol/min) recorded at 50°C and pH 6.0. ANOVA confirmed the statistical significance of the optimized parameters (p < 0.05). These results demonstrate the potential of B. safensis as a robust source of chitinase for applications in biopolymer degradation, biocontrol, and sustainable agriculture.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the introduction appear relevant and provide foundational support for the study. However, there are a few concerns and recommendations regarding recency, sufficiency, and diversity of sources:
To strengthen the discussion and relevance of the study, the following recent and high-impact references can be considered:

· Microbial chitinases and applications:
Bhattacharya, D., & Nagpure, A. (2020). Microbial chitinases: properties and potential applications. Microbial Biotechnology, 13(5), 1232–1248.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1751-7915.13582

· Rhizosphere microbiome in agriculture:
Mendes, R., Garbeva, P., & Raaijmakers, J. M. (2018). The rhizosphere microbiome: significance of plant beneficial, plant pathogenic, and human pathogenic microorganisms. FEMS Microbiology Reviews, 42(5), 546–563.
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsre/fuy015

· Recent insights on Bacillus safensis:
Sharma, D., Saharan, B. S., Chauhan, N., & Saini, A. (2019). Isolation and characterization of Bacillus safensis strains for biocontrol and plant growth-promoting traits. Archives of Microbiology, 201(6), 819–832.
	

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


	The language of the article is generally understandable, but it is not yet suitable for scholarly communication without revision. While the manuscript communicates key ideas and findings, it contains grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and redundancy that reduce its clarity and professionalism.
Suggestions for Improvement:
· Professional editing is recommended to improve grammar, flow, and coherence.

· Shorten and clarify long or repetitive sentences.

· Use academic tone consistently—avoid casual transitions and ambiguous phrases.

· Review commonly accepted scientific writing style guides, such as those used by journals like Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology or Frontiers in Microbiology.
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