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	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 manuscript addresses a significant and practical issue in oyster mushroom cultivation, specifically microbial contamination of spawn and substrates. The topic is relevant to mushroom growers and researchers, particularly in developing countries.

Comments:

1. The study relies solely on classical morphological and biochemical identification methods. The authors should more clearly position the work as a baseline or surveillance study and justify the absence of molecular confirmation (e.g., 16S rRNA/ITS sequencing), which is now standard in contamination studies.

2. Authors are advised to again check dilution (e.g., “tube 10 6 dilution factor”) and CFU expressions (e.g., “0 x 106”). These should be corrected and standardized throughout.

3. The insect infestation assessment is mentioned, but no methodology, results table, or discussion is provided. Either expand this section or remove it.

4. Statistical analysis is completely absent. Even simple descriptive statistics or comparisons among substrate formulations (e.g., contamination incidence) should be added.
5. The species name Bacillus subtilis is repeatedly misspelled as “Bacillus substilis” and must be corrected throughout the manuscript.

6. Statements such as “this result shows that most of the contaminants were Bacillus subtilis” are not fully supported, as Pseudomonas aeruginosa shows the highest frequency. Check and rectify.

7. The implications of detecting potential human pathogens (Staphylococcus aureus and Candida albicans) should be discussed more critically in terms of hygiene, occupational safety, and food safety.

8. Some references are outdated or inconsistently formatted; DOIs should be added where available.
9. Headings and subheadings should be renumbered and standardized (e.g., repeated “2.1.1”).
10. I recommend including photographic images of representative Petri plates showing bacterial and fungal growth on the different culture media used. These images should clearly demonstrate colony morphology, pigmentation and selective/differential reactions that support the identification of the isolates. The inclusion of labeled Petri plate images will enhance the visual validation of the microbiological findings.
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