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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 constitutes a scientifically substantive and translationally pertinent contribution to the expanding domain of antimicrobial alternatives, particularly within the context of escalating antimicrobial resistance and the persistent global burden of surgical site infections. By rigorously interrogating the in vitro antibacterial efficacy of traditionally utilized inorganic compounds such as alum and blue vitriol, the study reopens a largely underexplored pharmaco-therapeutic avenue, thereby bridging ethnopharmacological legacy with contemporary microbiological validation. The work is of considerable relevance as it not only delineates measurable inhibitory and bactericidal potentials against clinically significant pathogens but also positions these agents within a pragmatic framework of accessibility and cost-effectiveness, especially in low-resource healthcare settings. Collectively, the manuscript advances the scientific discourse by offering a plausible adjunct or alternative to conventional antibiotics, thereby contributing meaningfully to the global imperative of diversifying antimicrobial strategies.
	





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
	Title (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The title is lucid, semantically precise, and accurately reflective of the investigative scope, effectively encapsulating both the experimental paradigm and clinical relevance.
	

	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
	Abstract (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The abstract is comprehensive, methodologically coherent, and succinctly integrates objectives, methods, results, and conclusions with commendable clarity.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The selected keywords are contextually appropriate, scientifically relevant, and optimized for indexing and retrieval within biomedical databases.
	

	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
	Background Information (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The introductory framework is exhaustively constructed, demonstrating a high level of scholarly synthesis and logical progression from global burden to specific research need.
	

	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
	Research Objectives/Hypotheses (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The study objective is clearly articulated, scientifically justified, and well-aligned with the overarching research gap.
	

	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
	Literature Review (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The literature cited is both contemporaneous and thematically relevant, reflecting a robust engagement with existing scientific evidence.
	

	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
	Research Methodology (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The methodological design is rigorous, standardized, and appropriate, adhering to established microbiological protocols and reproducibility crite
	

	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
	Ethical Considerations (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
Ethical approval and procedural adherence are explicitly documented, ensuring compliance with institutional and international standards.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results Presentation (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
Results are presented with commendable clarity, supported by quantitative precision and logical organization.
	

	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
	Tables and Figures (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
All tabular data are highly informative, systematically structured, and integral to the interpretative strength of the manuscript.
	

	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
	Discussion (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The discussion demonstrates high-order analytical integration, effectively correlating findings with extant literature and mechanistic plausibility.
	

	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
	Conclusions (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The conclusions are coherent, evidence-based, and proportionately derived from the presented data.
	

	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
	 Limitations (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
While concise, the study inherently acknowledges its in vitro constraints, which are appropriate within the study design.
	

	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
	References (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The references are extensive, relevant, and representative of both foundational and recent scientific contributions.
	

	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
	Language and Clarity (Rating: 5 – Excellent)
The manuscript is articulated in a clear, scientifically rigorous, and accessible academic language
	





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
	

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

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

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

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

	NO
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PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is presented with exceptional clarity, methodological precision, and scientific coherence. No further modifications are deemed necessary, and it stands suitable for immediate publication in its current form.
The manuscript demonstrates a high degree of methodological rigor, conceptual clarity, and translational relevance. It addresses a critical and timely issue in antimicrobial research with a well-executed experimental framework and compelling data. In its present form, it meets the standards of scientific validity and publication quality expected of the journal and warrants acceptance without reservation.
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