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Open Peer Review (OPR)

As a new feature for progressing towards transparency, we decided to open a
new window for all of our editors as well as authors titled "Open Peer Review".
We hope by this new facility, our reviewers will be more motivated and authors
will be more satisfied with the review process. We believe that publishing our
peer review reports could make a transparent and clear environment for all our
efforts within a journal, but not all reviewers tend to publish their comments.

What is "Open Peer Review" process?

An "Open Peer Review" process is making the details of all review process
(including reviewers, associate editors, and EICs comments) as "Public" as it is
agreed by EIC, Authors, and reviewers.

Advantages of "Open Peer Review" process

®  More transparency, constructiveness and tactful comments of the peer
review process: leads to an increase in the quality of reviews

More motivations for all involved roles in the review process

Authors' satisfactions from the review process: Increases honesty
between authors and reviewers

Education of both authors and new students

Prevents reviewers from following their individual agendas and leading
to the detection of reviewers' conflicts of interests

You can find out more at:
https://sites.kowsarpub.com/kowsar/knowledgebase/category/tree.html#opr.html
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Here, you can see the Reviewers, Associate Editors
and EICs' comments from the beginning to the end of the
revision process.

REFEREE: Reviewer 0

Dear author;
Thank you for choosing JUNPP for publishing your manuscript.

The only comment which | have;
Figure no.4 is not clear please correct it!

Best wishes!
REFEREE: Reviewer 0
Dear author;

Thank you for choosing JUNPP for publishing your manuscript. There are some comments

which need your precise attention:
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1. There is no reference for the most parts of the methods; so that the cause of selection of
the concentrations and many other parameters cannot be understood.

2. The conclusion of this article is very general and can be attributed to any result. It is
suggested to make the final conclusions based on the data.

4. In the surface tension plot, the obtained curve is not logical. As is seen in the figure 3,
there is no change in surface tension value, while in surface tension curve, the relationship

between the surfactant concentration and surface tension should be evaluated.

5. If the researcher(s) have studied the effect of the culture medium on the biosurfactant
properties, why only one of them is investigated for its properties?

5. The manuscript need to be critically revised regarding grammatical aspects.

With best wishes!

©, REFEREE: Reviewer | Revision (0)
Dear Editor;

The manuscript entitled "Isolation and identification of biosurfactant producing bacterial
strain from soil samples; evaluation of factors on biosurfactant production” was reviewed. |
call your attention to the following:

1- Original research was conducted to isolate biosurfactant - producing bacterial strains
from soil and evaluate factors that have effects on production of biosurfactants. An
interesting and valuable subject.

2- The region from which the samples were collected as well as the season are required to
be mentioned in the materials and methods. It is also recommended that the name of the
country (Iran) be brought in the title to help in retrieval purposes.

3- section 3.3.2 (oil spreading test), clarification is needed. Cell free culture and
uninoculated culture are similar, there is no difference in composition, so how they can be
used as test and control.

4- How were biochemical tests applied for morphological characterization: Section 3.4.

5- Figure 1. No colony formation are observed , then how were zone diameters measured as
stated in the results and discussion section? Clarification is needed.

6- What type of culture medium was used in the emulsification index? Specify.

Following correction of above points, the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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Best Regards!

@, REFEREE: Associate Editor | Revision (0)

Dear EIC,

The manuscript is studied, and there are some comments which should be addressed by
the author. According to the comments, the document needs minor revision.

Kind regards,

®, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (0)

Dear Author,

The reviewers' comments are mentioned. Please correct the details as mentioned above
carefully according to reviewers' request.

Thanks.
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Reply to Reviewers

ldeally, the reviewing process can significantly improve
the submitted manuscripts by allowing the authors to take
into account the advice of reviewers. Author(s) must reply
to all reviewers' comments in a separate Word file, point
by point. A "Reply to Reviewers" document is submitted
along with revised manuscript during submission of
revised files, summarizing the changes that the authors
made in response to the reviewers' comments. The
responses to reviewers' comments specifies how the
authors addressed each comment the reviewers made.

You can read the authors' responses to the reviewers'
comments in the next page.
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Dear Editor in Chief,

Jundishapur Journal of Natural Pharmaceutical Products,

With special thanks to you, editorial staff and reviewers to give the time for
evaluating the manuscript, 96798, entitled “Isolation and identification of
biosurfactant producing bacterial strain from soil samples; evaluation of factors on
biosurfactant production”. Here are the responses to the Reviewers' comments. All
revised parts were highlighted as Greetl in the text and the responses are mentioned
below.

Reviewers' comments #1:

Dear Editor

Query 1: The region from which the samples were collected as well as the season
are required to be mentioned in the materials and methods. It is also recommended
that the name of the country (Iran) be brought in the title to help in retrieval
purposes.

Response 1:

It was added in the text and highlighted (page 1 line 2 and page 4 line 56-57).

Query 2: section 3.3.2 (oil spreading test), clarification is needed, cell free culture
and uninoculated culture are similar, there is no difference in composition, so how
they can be used as test and control.

Response 2:

It was corrected. (page 5 line 74-75 and page 5 line 85-87).
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Query 3: How biochemical tests were applied for morphological characterization:
Section 3.4.

Response 3:

It was corrected. (page 6 line 94-96).

Query 4: Figure 1. No colony formation is observed, then how zone diameters were
measured as stated in the results and discussion section. Clarification is needed.

Response 4:

Query 5: What type of culture medium was used in the emulsification index.
Specify.
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Reviewers' comments #2:
Query 1: The figure no.4 is not clear please corrected.

Response 1:
It was corrected.

Reviewers' comments #3:

Query 1: There is no reference for the most parts of the methods; so that the cause
of selection of the concentrations and many other parameters cannot be
understood.

Response 1:

It was added in the text and highlighted.

Query 2: The conclusion of this article is very general and can be attributed to any
results. It is suggested to make the final conclusions based on the data.

Response 2:

It was added in the text and highlighted. (page 14 line 210-215)

Query 3: In the surface tension plot, the obtained curve is not logical. As is seen
in the figure 3, there is no change in surface tension value, while in surface tension
curve, the relationship between the surfactant concentration and surface tension
should be evaluated.

Response 3:
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Query 4: If the researcher(s) have studied the effect of the culture medium on the
biosurfactant properties, why only one of them is investigated for its properties?

Response 4:

Query 5: The manuscript need to be critically revised regarding grammatical
aspects.

Response 5: [t was corrected.
I hope that the Editors found the present revision form of the manuscript suitable for publishing

in the Jundishapur Journal of Natural Pharmaceutical Products.

Best Regards,
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Here, you can see the Reviewers, Associate Editors
and EICs' comments from the beginning to the end of the
revision process.

®) REFEREE: Reviewer | Revision (1)

Dear Editor-in-chief;

It seems that the author(s) have corrected the manuscript according to the reviewers
comments.

Best regards!

®, REFEREE: Associate Editor | Revision (1)

Dear EIC

Based on the authors' answers to the reviewers' comments, the reviewer(s) have
recommended publication.

Kind regards.

%, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (1)

Dear Author,

Your article is reviewed by the reviewers carefully. According to their comments, this
document needs minor revision. Please follow their comments as requested.
Thanks.



