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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study highlights the efficient production of exopectinase using low cost agro waste, supporting sustainable production of exopectinase. It provides important insights into the purification and biochemical properties of Aspergillus niger derived enzymes. The findings enhance the potential application of pectinase in industry and waste management. Overall, it contributes to advancing cost effective enzyme production strategies.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory  
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement (Incorporate at least 3 to 4 keywords)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement (1. Include more recent studies (last 5 years), 2. Clearly state research gap and novelty at the end of introduction)

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement (Include more recent studies (last 5 years))

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement (does not clearly discuss the limitations of the study)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement 
(1. Inconsistent formatting: 
(Some journal names abbreviated, others full) 
2.	Missing DOI in several references 
3.	Ensure uniform citation style (with journal formate))
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The study has scientific merit and practical relevance, but requires major revision in terms of language, data interpretation, and presentation before it can be considered for publication.
Comments 
The study has scientific merit and practical relevance, but requires major revision in terms of language, data interpretation, and presentation before it can be considered for publication.
1. Title: title can be re-write as “Purification and Characterization of Pectinase from Aspergillus niger Produced via Submerged Fermentation Using Wheat Bran”
2. Abstract: Re-write abstract with grammatical accuracy and incorporate correction as per suggestions given in track change mode of manuscript
3. Add keywords after abstract
4. Introduction: Include more recent studies (last 5 years), clearly state research gap and novelty at the end of introduction and incorporate correction as per suggestions given in track change mode of manuscript
5. Material and methods: do necessary corrections mention in in track change mode of manuscript
6. Result and discussion: do necessary corrections mention in in track change mode of manuscript
7. Conclusion: Reframe conclusion 
Claim “first report” should be carefully justified with citations
Add 
1. Industrial application examples (juice clarification, textile use) 
2. Future scope (scale-up, immobilization, genetic improvement) 
8. References: Inconsistent formatting: (Some journal names abbreviated, others full), Missing DOI in several references and ensure uniform citation style (with journal format) 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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