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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. The authors have attempted for optimization for oxalic acid production by
Aspergillus niger using response surface methodology. Though the authors
used algal biomass for oxalic acid production, the novelty in the paper is
lacking. The paper requires major revision.

2. Thelogical presentation is poor. The author has to rewrite the paper
especially the results and discussion.

3. The unit of parameter has to mention uniformly throughout the paper. Eg. °C.

4. The chemical formula should be written clearly.

5. Inintroduction part, the author has mentioned fermentation of carbohydrates
as synthetic method. To make it clear, the authors itself attempted
fermentation method to produce oxalic acid using A. niger in this article.

6. In materials and methods, the mention about algal biomass medium not
clear. The authors have to mention clearly about the process of production
of algal biomass medium.

7. In sucrose medium, sucrose is missing in the composition

8. The determination of oxalic acid production is not clear. The author has to
mention in detail.

9. Table 2, Give the equation in horizontal format.

10. The Results and Discussion part is continuous and there should not be
separate discussion.

11. The results and discussion is poorly written and also written very short. The
results are not given in coherent order and the results are poorly discussed
with the published work. It should be in detail.

12. The authors can give the relevant work in the Discussion part than giving
more in Introduction part.

13. Don’t write pH 6.838 instead write pH 6.8

Minor REVISION comments

1. The article has many grammar mistakes and it is difficult to mention each line.
Hence, the authors are requested to consult an English expert in this regard to
rectify the grammatical mistakes.

2. Always give scientific name in italics or underlined.

Optional/General comments
PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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