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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by addressing an underexplored area of microbial research, particularly the microbiological risks associated with acrylic fingernails. By identifying a diverse range of bacterial species and highlighting the dominance of potentially pathogenic organisms, the study provides valuable insights into how everyday cosmetic practices may influence microbial transmission and public health.
Furthermore, the research expands existing knowledge beyond commonly studied groups such as healthcare workers, offering a broader perspective across different age groups and occupations. Its findings also emphasize the limited role of age compared to hygiene practices and environmental factors, thereby guiding future research directions and public health interventions.
Overall, this study is important for advancing awareness of nail hygiene as a critical component of infection prevention and offers a foundation for further investigations into microbial contamination in cosmetic and community settings.
	





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
	Rating for tittle : 5= Excellent The tittle is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the focus of the study. It effectively conveys the subject matter (microbiomes) and the context (beneath acrylic fingernails), making it easy for readers to understand the scope and relevance of the research.
	

	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
	Rating for abstract: 4 = Good
The abstract provides a solid overview of the study, including the aim, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, it could be slightly improved by including more precise quantitative results and a clearer statement of the study’s significance to strengthen its overall impact.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating for useful amd appropriate keywords: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant to the study and capture its main themes, such as microbial diversity, contamination, and nail hygiene. However, they could be strengthened by including more specific scientific terms (e.g., “subungual microbiota” or “artificial nails”) to improve discoverability in academic 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
	Rating for background information: 5 = Excellent
The background is thorough, logically structured, and provides clear context for the study. It effectively explains the significance of nail hygiene, microbial transmission, and the role of acrylic nails, while also identifying existing research gaps.
	

	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
	Rating for clear research objectives/hypotheses: 4 = Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligns well with the study. However, explicit hypotheses are not strongly defined, and making them more clear would improve the scientific rigor and clarity of the research design.
	

	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
	Rating for relevant and upto date literature review: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and supports the study effectively, incorporating both foundational and more recent sources. While it includes some recent references, further inclusion of very recent studies could enhance its timeliness and depth.
	

	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
	Rating for appropriate research methodology for the study: 4 = Good
The cross-sectional design and microbiological techniques used are appropriate for the study objectives. However, the small sample size limits the robustness and generalizability of the findings of the study. A larger sample size would improve the study's relevance.
	

	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
	Rating for properly addressed ethical issues: 4 = Good
Ethical considerations such as informed consent and participant awareness were addressed. Nonetheless, explicit mention of ethical approval from a review board would strengthen this section more than it has.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ratingfor resut presentation: 4 = Good
The results are generally clear and well-structured, with logical organization into tables and descriptive explanations. Minor improvements in clarity and conciseness could enhance readability.
	

	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
	Rating for table and figures relevance and clarity: 4 = Good
Tables and figures are relevant and support the findings effectively. However, some tables appear dense or repetitive and could be simplified for better clarity.
	

	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
	Rating for discussions relating to findings of existing literatures: 5 = Excellent
The discussion effectively compares the study’s findings with previous research, highlighting similarities, differences, and possible explanations.
	

	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
	Rating for conclusion: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well-grounded in the presented data and accurately reflects the study’s findings without overgeneralization.
	

	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
	Rating for limitations to study discussed: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript clearly outlines key limitations, including sample size and potential biases, demonstrating critical reflection and that's highly commendable.
	

	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
	Rating for relevant and sufficient references: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and adequate to support the study. Including more recent or region-specific studies could further strengthen the reference base.
	

	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
	Rating for clear language of manuscript: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with appropriate scientific language. Some minor grammatical issues and sentence structures could be refined for improved clarity and flow of the reader.
	





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, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor improvements possible)
The abstract is generally comprehensive, covering the aim, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it could be slightly improved by including more precise quantitative findings and a clearer statement of the study’s broader scientific significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes but with minor limitations though.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and logical interpretation of results. Minor improvements could include increasing the sample size, strengthening statistical power, and providing more detailed methodological justification to enhance scientific rigor.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not exactly although while the references are relevant and adequate in number, several are outdated. To improve, the authors should incorporate more recent studies (preferably within the last 5 years), especially on nail microbiomes, artificial nails, and infection risks, to strengthen the paper’s relevance and scientific currency.
	

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

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

	No, there are no major ethical concerns identified. However, the manuscript would benefit from explicitly stating whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional review board or ethics committee, including an approval reference number if applicable.
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