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	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.


	The enzyme Asparaginase has great economic importance in the field of pharmaceutical, food industries and are used as anti-leukemic and anti-lymphoma agents. The author (s) used different methods for the production of the enzymes by using Aspergillus niger. The methods are relevant and updated. The author(s) used locally available natural resources (fungi etc.) for the production of the enzyme by using microbiological techniques. The author(s) indicated a scope for exploring  fungi as a sole source for the production of the extracellular enzyme L-asparaginase. Researchers and the Scientific community can use the methods and the fungus for further  studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
“PRODUCTION OF ASPARAGINASE ENZYME BY Aspergillus niger ISOLATED FROM  DIFFERENT SOIL SAMPLES”   

(This is my suggestive title, you can change or may keep the original one)  
	

	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,

1. The author(s) should include the method of isolation of the fungus (Aspergillus niger).

2. The author(s) should give reasons for the maximum production of the enzyme by the fungus isolated from the waste dump site soil in comparison to the other soil samples.
3. The last sentence in the Abstract part “The results of the study show that some asparaginase producing fungi are present in the soil” -Did the author(s) isolate other fungal species also? Please specify.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The research work is important in the field of industry and in medical science. Large amounts of this enzyme can be produced within a short period by using the locally available such types of potent fungus.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient but not recent. The author(s) should cite suitable current references. 
	

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


	Yes, but need slight improvement of the English quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. In the Introduction and Discussion part, some of the cited references are old. Author (s) should add recent references. However, very essential old ones may be kept which are used as methodology references.

2. In material and methods part, the author(s) must mention whose method they followed for the isolation of fungi from soil (page no.-3).

3. The author(s) should clearly mention the months, years and the  place of  the experimental work done (page no.-3).

4. In the Results part (page no.7, line-3), the authors wrote as “Among the 14 isolates”, but it should be as “ Among the 15 isolates”.
5. In the Results part (page no.7), the author(s) should add the identifying keys and literature followed for the identification of the fungus (such as criteria used for identification--morphological, colony and reproductive structures; Literature followed such as Gilman, J. C 1957 etc.).

6. The Table-3 (Microscopic and Microscopic Characteristics of Fungal isolate wds-8) can be deleted and the author(s) can write the characters in a paragraph form. Meanwhile, the word “portable fungi” wrote in the table box should be replaced by “probable fungus”.

7.  Photograph of the isolated fungus (A. niger) and other photographs taken during the research work should be added which are thought to improve the quality of presentation. 

8. In the Discussion part (page-12, line-3), authors should write as “Ranjini and Subhashini (2022)” instead of Ranjini Priya S. and Subhashini A. (2022). Please follow the proper guideline for citation part.
9. In conclusion part (page no.-13), the author(s) wrote the word “discovered” two times but the word should be replaced by observed/found which may be more appropriate.
10. The conclusion part (page no.-13) may slightly be improved.
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