Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Microbiology Research Journal International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_MRJI_139149

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Study of endophytic and rhizospheric fungi from Mappia nimmoniana (J.Graham) Byng & Stull. for camptothecin analysis and antibacterial activity.          

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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 novel data on CPT-producing fungi from an endangered host Mappia nimmoniana. . Overall, this is a well-executed and valuable study that addresses a significant problem in natural product supply. The paper clearly states its aim to explore alternative, sustainable sources of camptothecin and novel antimicrobial agents from fungi associated with M. nimmoniana. This addresses a critical need in pharmacology and conservation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle of the manuscript is well suited and appropriate. 
	

	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.


	The abstract is well written and comprehensive. But there is some changes are recommended like : in the abstract states "two endophytes and one rhizosphere fungus are reported to produce bioactive compounds camptothecin." However, the results section says "Three endophytes revealed camptothecin concentration..."  However, the author needed to state the exact number and names of the fungi confirmed to produce CPT in both the abstract and results section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and focussed on especially in locating fungi which can  producing important antimicrobial substances. The found fungi are intriguing prospects for additional pharmaceutical research due to their twin benefits of producing CPT and having antibacterial action.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and most recent. the latest papers used in the manuscript used up to the year 2023.
	

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


	The authors need to thoroughly proofread the paper for unit consistency and grammar mistakes.


	

	Optional/General comments


	There is no statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA, t-test) to confirm the significance of the differences observed between the fungal extracts and the controls, especially the comparison between F. falciforme and Rhizopus arrhizus, and against the streptomycin standard. The Autor need to Perform appropriate statistical tests on the antibacterial activity data and present p-values to support the claims of "significant antibacterial activity”.
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