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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.


	This manuscript offers practical and much-needed insight into how different culture media affect the way bacteriophages form plaques, which is crucial for anyone working with phage isolation or characterization. By comparing several commonly used media, the study helps researchers choose the most reliable option for getting clear, accurate results in plaque assays. This kind of clarity is especially important as interest in phage therapy and antimicrobial alternatives continues to grow. Overall, the work provides useful guidance that can benefit both basic research and applied phage-related studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable—it is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study's objective.
	

	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.


	1. Highlight the  importance

The abstract does not explicitly state what gap this study fills.

Add a sentence such as:
“This study provides a comparative assessment that helps standardize plaque assays for routine phage screening.”

2. Reduce excessive numerical detail

Exact PFU/mL values for each medium can be shortened or replaced by a comparative trend.

Suggestion:
Instead of listing all titers, write:
“LBA yielded the highest plaque clarity and titer, followed by EMB, Nutrient Agar, and MacConkey Agar.”

3. The abstract ends abruptly and should include a clear takeaway.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the core methodology—phage isolation through sewage samples, enrichment using a host strain of E. coli, and plaque visualization via the double agar layer (DAL) method—is valid and widely accepted in phage research. However, the manuscript does not indicate the number of experimental replicates, nor does it include statistical comparisons. Without statistical validation, differences in plaque size and titer cannot be confirmed as significant. 2. Negative controls (e.g., plates with only E. coli but no phage) and positive controls (using a known phage) are not mentioned. Controls are essential to validate plaque formation results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript demonstrates a good understanding of scientific writing, but the English quality is not yet sufficient for scholarly publication without revision. The text is generally readable, but several issues affect clarity, flow, and professional tone. 

1. Long, wordy sentences

Many sentences are overly long and contain multiple ideas, which reduces clarity.
Example: Sentences in the introduction and discussion span 3–4 lines and should be divided for readability.

2. Repetitive phrasing

Concepts such as “media composition influences plaque morphology” and “nutrient availability affects phage development” are repeated numerous times with slight wording changes.

3. Inconsistent tense

Some sections switch between past, present, and future tenses inconsistently, especially in Methods and Results.

4. Minor grammatical errors

Issues include missing articles, misplaced commas, and subject–verb agreement problems.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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