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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 evaluates the antimicrobial efficacy of triclosan- and chlorhexidine-coated resorbable sutures compared to uncoated ones in an in-vitro model simulating oral surgical conditions, addressing a critical need in preventing surgical site infections (SSIs) in dentistry. Its standardization of suture length (5 cm) and time points (up to 7 days) fills gaps in prior low-quality studies, many industry-sponsored, providing objective data on dose-dependent effects against key oral pathogens like S. aureus and P. aeruginosa. This contributes valuable preliminary evidence for clinical guidelines, potentially reducing SSI rates (higher in India at 23-38%) and antibiotic reliance in oral/maxillofacial surgery. For the scientific community in periodontology and oral surgery, it supports WHO recommendations on antimicrobial sutures while highlighting differential efficacy (triclosan better for Gram-positive, chlorhexidine for Gram-negative), paving the way for in-vivo validation.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Clearly describes the comparative in-vitro assessment of coated vs. uncoated sutures.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Covers purpose, methods, results (e.g., Day 7 CFU means), and conclusions effectively, though minor inconsistencies in days listed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Relevant terms like "surgical-site infections," "triclosan-coated sutures" directly match study focus
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Well-cites SSI epidemiology, WHO guidelines, and literature gaps; logical flow but some repetition.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Primary/secondary aims and hypothesis on coating efficacy over time explicitly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Covers key studies (e.g., 2024 reviews) up to 2024; relevant to oral SSIs but some older refs (2008).
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Suitable in-vitro design with CFU counts, ANOVA, sterile protocols; sample size (241) justified by funding, no blinding noted but mitigated by quantitative measures.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Adheres to Helsinki, institutional approval obtained; no human/animal subjects, disclosures clear
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Tables detail means/SD per strain/day with p<0.001 significance; some table formatting issues in text.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Table 1/2 show CFU data effectively; Fig 1-3 illustrate sutures/media; necessary but described imperfectly.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Strong links to studies (e.g., Karde 2019, Wu 2016) explaining differential efficacy and resistance risks.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5	Align with data (e.g., 5 cm suffices, triclosan vs. Gram+).
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4	Acknowledges in-vitro limits (no saliva/mastication); calls for in-vivo Phase 2.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4	31 refs, mostly pertinent/recent (2016-2024); sufficient

 number but some pre-2010.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3	Understandable but formatting errors (e.g., underlines, run-ons, date reversal 2024-2022), typos.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Methods align with standards (McFarland, CFU via plating/VITEK), stats appropriate (ANOVA/Bonferroni, p<0.05), results consistent with literature (e.g., triclosan > Gram+).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Includes 2024 reviews/meta-analyses alongside classics; ~70% post-2016.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. Proper approvals, no subjects involved, no competing interests.
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PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Suggest proofreading for formatting (e.g., underlines, table alignment), date correction (March 2024-February 2022 illogical), and minor methodological clarifications (e.g., exact n per group/time). Strong potential for oral surgery field.
Robust data addresses key gaps; revisions for polish/language/tables needed.
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