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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 addresses a relevant topic, namely the potential antibacterial and antifungal activity of the soft tissue of the land snail Ariophanta bistrialis. This topic is interesting and aligns with the need to search for natural antimicrobial sources. In general, the research was conducted using commonly used methods, and the data is presented clearly.

However, the manuscript still requires substantial improvements in terms of language, logical flow, consistency of terminology, and depth of discussion. Several sections also need to be tidied up to better align with international scientific article standards.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the content of the research, but it could be made more concise and scientific.

Consider avoiding overly general phrases like "extracted from soft tissue" and instead emphasize the type of extract or method.

Reviewer's note: The title is good, but it could be shortened without compromising its meaning.
	

	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 still long and repetitive.

Methodological information (e.g., the test method used) is not explicitly stated.

Inhibition zone values ​​should be written more consistently (e.g., "13 mm and 12 mm" → specify which organisms).

The word "posses" should be corrected to "possesses."

Reviewer's suggestion: The abstract needs to be condensed and made more focused on the objectives–methods–main results–conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in principle
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is necessary to standardize the reference format according to the target journal guidelines.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some technical details are inconsistent, for example:

The extract storage time is written as "40°C." It should be clarified whether it was 4°C or 40°C.

The concentration of extracts tested in the wells needs to be clarified (whether all extracts were tested at the same volume and concentration). The numbering of subsections is inconsistent (e.g., "2.3" appears without "2.1" and "2.2"). Reviewer's suggestion: The methods section needs to be streamlined to facilitate replication by other researchers.
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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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