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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.


	Which statistical application was utilized? The statistical software used should be identified in the statistical analysis section. 

The details in your statistical analysis paragraphs are completely insufficient, not properly arranged, and the language structures are unintelligible. 

The statistical analysis into antimicrobial section isn't supported up by major specific data. So, the study should be statistically validated and it should be reflected in charts. Strength of correlations (e.g., correlation coefficients) is not quantified, making it difficult to assess the significance of the treatment relationships.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 section was not properly written. It only represents the summary of the current work. It should be organized in such a way that it gives the importance of the current aims. what were the relevant results? Which aspects have improved? To claim the new scaffold is a "promising approach," it should ideally demonstrate superiority not just to nothing, but to something already in use. what exactly is new compared to prior works? Reduce the abstract's length by not using the same phrases repeatedly. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript still has both technical and structural issues. This report has several grammatical mistakes, lengthy, confusing paragraphs, and unclear scientific phrases. To increase readability, extensive language editing is necessary.

The methods are not properly described and need more detail for reproducibility. The impact and readability of the manuscript can be improved by clarifying, expanding, or improving several of the ideas in the methodological section. There are several methods that require clarification, further justification, and deeper analysis.

National and international standards that are applicable to the study should be cited by the writers. You should include your schematics, images, and tables because it is hard to comprehend all of the complicated procedures and every detail of your results. 

There is no explanation of every statistical analysis. You should add all of the used equations along with their important parameters and references. The details of all results were not easily understandable. All of your analytical techniques should include comprehensive statistical procedures (such as the software utilized and the assumptions that were verified).
Your conclusion part does not match the objectives in the introduction. The conclusion only summarizes the experimental results, does not respond to the scientific questions raised in the introduction nor points out the practical application potential or limitations of the research. The conclusion should not be the summary of your work done rather it should specify the amount of knowledge obtained and its effect and applications in the future world.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Inconsistent format of references. It is recommended to adopt one format and keep it consistent throughout the full text. The reference list is quite lengthy and out-of-date (recent references should be added up to 2025). The cited literature should be updated and shortened. While citing the updated literature, the authors should give a comparison of their work with that already available in the literature in the form of a simple table.
	

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


	Although the manuscript is generally comprehensible, there are numerous grammatical errors, ambiguous expressions, and repetitive language throughout. So, it could be rephrased more professionally. A thorough language editing by a native English-speaking expert is strongly recommended to meet the standards of an international scientific journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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