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	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 contributes valuable data to the growing body of research on microbial contamination of personal electronic devices, particularly among university students. By specifically examining mobile phone earpieces—an often overlooked component of mobile devices—the study highlights a potential route for the transmission of pathogenic bacteria and fungi in community settings. The findings provide evidence that these frequently used accessories can harbor clinically relevant microorganisms, including Staphylococcus aureus, Escherichia coli, and Pseudomonas aeruginosa, some of which exhibit reduced susceptibility to commonly used antibiotics. Consequently, this research underscores the importance of mobile device hygiene and supports the development of public health strategies aimed at reducing the spread of microorganisms through everyday technological devices.
	

	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 of the manuscript is generally clear, well-structured, and provides the key elements of the study, including the background, aim, methods, results, and conclusion. It effectively summarizes the major findings and highlights the public health relevance of microbial contamination on mobile phone earpieces among university students. However, a few minor improvements could make it more comprehensive and precise.

First, the sample size (n = 20) is mentioned in the methods, but it could be emphasized more clearly in the opening part of the abstract to immediately inform readers about the scale of the study. Second, the abstract may benefit from briefly mentioning the total number of bacterial isolates (n = 36) obtained, which would provide clearer context for the antimicrobial susceptibility results. Third, the conclusion could include a short statement on the public health implications or practical preventive measures, such as routine disinfection of mobile devices or improved hand hygiene.

Additionally, minor stylistic improvements—such as using consistent scientific formatting for microbial names (e.g., Staphylococcus aureus, Escherichia coli) and keeping antibiotic names in lowercase—would enhance scientific presentation. Overall, the abstract is strong and informative, but incorporating these small clarifications would improve its clarity and completeness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct, but a careful review highlights a few points that could improve its accuracy and rigor:

1. Microbiological Methods:
· The isolation and identification methods for bacteria and fungi (culture on selective media, Gram staining, biochemical tests, and microscopic examination) are appropriate and standard for phenotypic studies.

· The antimicrobial susceptibility testing using the Kirby–Bauer disk diffusion method is correct and follows CLSI guidelines.

2. Data Interpretation:
· The reported prevalence of bacterial and fungal isolates is consistent with what is expected from mobile devices in community settings.

· The antimicrobial susceptibility results are plausible, showing higher sensitivity to ciprofloxacin and gentamicin and some resistance to commonly used antibiotics.

3. Points to Clarify or Correct:
· Antibiotic disk concentrations: Ciprofloxacin is usually tested at 5 µg, not 10 µg, according to standard CLSI protocols. This should be corrected.

· Phenotypic identification limitations: While the study uses standard phenotypic methods, molecular confirmation (e.g., PCR) would provide more precise identification, especially for multidrug-resistant strains. The lack of molecular methods should be noted as a limitation.

· Figures and tables: The manuscript mentions figures that are not included, which could affect reproducibility and clarity.

· Terminology and formatting: Microbial names should be italicized, and antibiotic names should be in lowercase to align with scientific standards.

4. Conclusion and Recommendations:
· The conclusions drawn about microbial contamination, potential for pathogen transmission, and the public health importance are scientifically justified based on the data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are mostly sufficient and relevant, covering key aspects of mobile phone contamination, microbial isolation, and antimicrobial resistance. Many of them are recent (2021–2023), which strengthens the manuscript’s contemporary relevance. The inclusion of both bacterial and fungal studies, as well as antimicrobial resistance literature, shows a well-rounded review.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally clear, formal, and understandable, and it conveys the scientific content effectively. Overall, it is suitable for scholarly communication, but there are minor areas that could be improved to enhance readability, conciseness, and academic style:
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a scientifically sound, well-structured manuscript with important practical implications. With minor improvements in formatting, language, and data presentation, it is suitable for publication in a microbiology or public health journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None 
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