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	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.


	· The emergence of bacterial resistance necessitates the search for new natural or synthetic molecules to overcome this challenge. 
· Heterocyclic compounds, especially benzimidazole derivatives, are a promising research area due to their broad spectrum of biological activity. 
· This study evaluated the antibacterial activity of six new benzimidazole derivatives (Z1-Z6) against six bacterial strains, including Escherichia coli and Bacillus sp., using the agar diffusion method. 
· Results showed inhibitory activity against E. coli and Bacillus sp., with compound Z2 demonstrating the highest activity against E. coli. This finding, confirmed by the ciprofloxacin positive control, highlights the potential of these benzimidazole derivatives for developing new antibacterial agents capable of circumventing resistance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is partially suitable but could be improved for better clarity and comprehensiveness. Proposed Alternative Title:

"Synthesis and Selective Antibacterial Activity of Novel Benzimidazolone Acetamide Derivatives: In Vitro Evaluation Against Escherichia coli and Bacillus sp."
	

	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 of the article is mostly comprehensive  but could be strengthened by adding more specific details about the methodology and the most active compound. 
· Specify the most active compound and its chemical class: While the abstract states that Z2 showed the highest activity, adding its general chemical class would provide better context.
· Include the method used to determine the Minimum Inhibitory Concentration (MIC) and the lowest value: The MIC is a key quantitative result not mentioned in the abstract, despite being crucial for assessing potency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study utilized appropriate scientific methods, presented results that correlate logically, and provided sound interpretations based on established chemical and microbiological principles, confirming its scientific correctness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include several recent publications from 2019, 2021, 2022, 2023. The references provided in the manuscript appear mostly sufficient and cover both classic methodologies and recent research on the topic.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. Following minor points could be refined for optimal scholarly communication: 
· In some instances, particularly in the results table for inhibition diameters, a comma is used as a decimal separator. 
· In the Abstract: "Ciprofloxacin, used as a positive control, confirmed the susceptibility of the strain’s susceptibility." This phrase is slightly redundant and could be simplified to "confirmed the strain's sensitivity"
	

	Optional/General comments


	In RESULTS, line number 46, Compound Z5 showed weak activity against Escherichia coli and Bacillus sp. (Should be Bacillus sp. . or Bacillus sp.,)
In DISCUSSION, line 70, This observation is consistent with those of Bin et al.
In CONCLUSION, Line 86, The inactive Z6 compounds provide... (Suggests all Z6 compounds are inactive; should be The inactive compound Z6 or The inactive compound, Z6, provides...)
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