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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important aspect of essential oil research by investigating how different storage conditions influence the chemical stability and antibacterial activity of lemongrass (Cymbopogon citratus L.) essential oil. Understanding storage-induced degradation is highly relevant for researchers and industries working in natural antimicrobials, phytopharmaceuticals, and food preservation. The study provides valuable compositional data using GC–MS and highlights the susceptibility of citral-rich oils to oxidative degradation over time. However, while the topic is relevant, the overall scientific contribution is limited by methodological constraints in the antibacterial evaluation, which reduce the broader applicability of the findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the main focus of the study. However, it may overstate the breadth of the antibacterial evaluation, as biological testing was not performed for all storage conditions investigated chemically. A more precise title would better align with the experimental design and results.

Suggested alternative title:
Impact of Storage Containers on Chemical Degradation and Antibacterial Activity of Lemongrass (Cymbopogon citratus L.) Essential Oil
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study but is not fully comprehensive. It lacks quantitative antibacterial data, particularly explicit MIC values, and does not clearly specify that antibacterial testing was limited to freshly distilled oil and oil stored in metal containers. Additionally, the conclusions presented in the abstract are broader than what is directly supported by the experimental results. The abstract should be revised to include key numerical findings, clarify experimental limitations, and reduce generalized claims regarding antibacterial performance under all storage conditions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically correct, particularly in its chemical analysis and physicochemical characterization of the essential oil. The GC–MS methodology and storage study are described in adequate detail and are consistent with established practices. However, there are significant scientific concerns, especially in the microbiological section. The misclassification of Enterococcus faecalis as a Gram-negative bacterium represents a fundamental microbiological error. Furthermore, the antibacterial methodology lacks appropriate positive controls and standardized susceptibility testing protocols, which limits the reliability and comparability of the MIC results. These issues must be addressed to ensure scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a large number of references, including several recent studies. However, the reference list is not optimally focused, as many citations relate to insecticidal or ethnobotanical applications that are only marginally relevant to the antibacterial objectives of the study. Additional references addressing standardized antimicrobial susceptibility testing methods and mechanistic insights into essential oil antibacterial action would strengthen the manuscript. Inclusion of authoritative guidelines and key mechanistic reviews is strongly recommended.
	

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


	The language quality is below the standard expected for scholarly communication. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and repetitive expressions. Scientific terminology, particularly in microbiology, is sometimes used inaccurately. Substantial language editing by a proficient scientific English editor is required to improve clarity, coherence, and overall readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The chemical stability data presented in this study are extensive and potentially valuable; however, they are not sufficiently integrated with the antibacterial findings. The antibacterial assay design is limited and does not fully support the conclusions drawn. The absence of statistical analysis and standardized controls further weakens the biological interpretation. Strengthening the linkage between chemical degradation and biological activity would significantly enhance the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues involving human or animal subjects are identified in this manuscript. However, the authors do not provide information regarding biosafety procedures or laboratory compliance for handling pathogenic bacterial strains, which should be clarified.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are apparent from the content of the manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No clear evidence of plagiarism was detected. Nevertheless, several sections contain generic descriptions that should be rewritten to improve originality and academic tone.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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