



	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5218

	Title of the Manuscript:
	
Qualitative and Molecular Characterization of Rugda Mushroom: A Comprehensive Analysis

	Type of the Article
	Original



PART  1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by providing a multi-faceted characterization of Astraeus asiaticus (Rugda mushroom), a species with documented nutritional and therapeutic  potential  but  limited  detailed  studies.  The  integrated
approach, combining morphological, molecular, and phytochemical analyses, offers a robust framework for understanding this wild edible mushroom. Such comprehensive profiling is crucial for validating traditional    uses,   exploring   bioactive   compounds,   and supporting  the   sustainable   utilization  and  conservation   of  this
important  fungal  resource,  particularly  in  regions  where  it  holds
significant cultural and economic value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title "Qualitative and Molecular Characterization of Rugda Mushroom: A Comprehensive Analysis" is suitable. It accurately reflects the core content and scope of the study, indicating both qualitative  (morphological,  phytochemical)  and  molecular  aspects,
and emphasizes the comprehensive nature of the analysis.
	







	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 largely comprehensive, covering the methods, key findings, and implications. However, a minor addition could enhance its completeness:
Suggestion: Briefly mention the total phenolic and flavonoid content values in the abstract. While the nine compounds from GC-MS are listed, quantifying the broader classes of  phytochemicals (phenols and  flavonoids)  would  provide a  more  complete  overview  of  the chemical characterization within the abstract itself.
Current sentence: "GC-MS analysis revealed nine compounds. FTIR spectra exhibited characteristic peaks at O–H stretching, N-H bend, C–O strech, indicating phenol, amine & ester."
Suggested addition after GC-MS findings: "Quantitative analysis further determined total phenolic content and total flavonoid content." (The specific values could be included, e.g., "Total phenolic content
was   9.01±0.31 mg GAE⋅g−1   and   total   flavonoid   content   was
4.13±0.12 mg QE⋅g−1.")
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based   on   the   provided   text,   the   manuscript   appears   to   be scientifically correct. The methodologies described are standard and appropriate for the stated objectives (GC-MS, FTIR, SEM, DNA extraction, PCR,  phylogenetic analysis, quantitative  phytochemical
assays). The results presented align with the methods used, and the interpretation   of   data   seems   reasonable.   The   identification   of Astraeus asiaticus using ITS sequencing, along with morphological validation,    is    a    sound    scientific    approach.    The    chemical
characterization through GC-MS and FTIR provides valuable insights
into the mushroom's composition.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them
in the review form.
	The references appear mostly sufficient, covering key methodologies and background information on mushroom research. However, there are a few points regarding recency and potential additions:
Recency: While  several  references are  recent  (2020, 2021,  2022,
2023, and even a forthcoming 2025), there are some older ones (e.g., Doyle & Doyle, 1987; Gardes & Bruns, 1993; Phosri et al., 2007; Ashok  &  Ramaswamy,  2014;  Khaund  &  Joshi,  2014;  Sanyal  & Ghosh, 2019). While these older references are often foundational for methods, ensuring that the background and discussion incorporate the latest advancements in Astraeus asiaticus research, particularly regarding   its   therapeutic   potential   or   phytochemistry,   would
	







	
	strengthen the manuscript.
Suggestions for additional references:
Consider adding a more recent review article on the phytochemistry
and pharmacological activities of Astraeus species, if available, to bolster the introduction's claims about its therapeutic properties.
If  specific therapeutic potentials (e.g., antidiabetic, anticancer) are emphasized,  perhaps a recent  review on these  activities in  edible mushrooms generally, or Astraeus specifically, could be beneficial. For the discussion of the identified compounds (e.g., Phytol, Vitamin E,   sterols),   if   there   are   recent   studies   linking   these   specific compounds from mushrooms to the mentioned therapeutic properties, citing those could strengthen the paper's overall narrative and future implications.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication.  But  the  huge  number  of  spelling  mistake  is present (including abstract). The text is clear, concise, and uses appropriate scientific terminology. There are no major grammatical errors or awkward  phrasing that  impede  understanding. However, minor stylistic improvements could be made in some sentences for
better flow and precision, such as ensuring consistent tense usage and avoiding slight colloquialisms (e.g., "agreeable member  of  human civilisation" could be rephrased for a more formal tone). Overall, it meets the standards for a scientific publication.
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