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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.
	1. The study provided a better therapeutic dose usage to be used for the treatment of HIV, which will also give room for the pharmaceutical industry to investigate on a large scale.
2. This study identified a gap by opening the researcher's mind to conduct more research via modification of the inhibitor molecules, and to study the drug mechanism.
3. The study indicates how safe it is to use the commercial drug, even though there might be a little difference if tested on humans due to a slight difference in the immune system of the rats and humans.
	





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
	Yes, it sounds great
(Score = 5)
	

	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
	Yes, but with the following comments:
1. …..’ graded doses’, what do you mean by this?
2. Results: ‘compared to control’ should be ‘controls.’
‘were not statistically significant (p = 0.973’ it should be p ≥ 0.05
(Score = 5)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, they are. 
(Score = 5)
	

	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
	Averagely sufficient with the following comments:
1. Ensure you have the in-text citation after the full stop. E.g., …… illnesses. 1, 2
2. ‘virus management. 1-3 ’
3. ‘DNA replication and maintenance. 3, 4
4. Insufficient references. You used a few pieces of literature for your background study.
5. End your information with one full stop.
(Score = 3)
	

	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
	Yes.
(Score = 5)
	

	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
	Yes 
(Score = 4)
	

	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
	Yes, but with the following comments:
1. You need to mention the name of the standard lab animal facility
2. “The sample size was consistent with similar experimental toxicology studies and was considered sufficient to detect biologically relevant trends.” You need to reference this.
3. The methodology needs to be properly cited. Whose idea did you use? You need to cite them.
4. “using Katemine 50mg/kg injection” You should have the 50mg/kg in the bracket and also separate units from the number.

(Score = 4)
	

	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
	Yes
(Score = 5)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, but with the following:
1. The Table 1 caption needs to end with a full stop, and you need to be more specific and rewrite the caption.
2. The Table 1 result is not promising as the differences between the control and the treated groups are not much.
3. To write a caption, you only need the first letter to be in Uppercase.
4. You need to indicate the resolution (diameter in µm for Plates 2, 3, and 4).
(Score = 3)
	

	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
	Yes
(Score = 4)
	

	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
	Yes, with the following comments:
1. The statement “and demonstrated a mild, dose-dependent increase” is not fully correct as the margin is small between.
2. The discussion is not fully written well, even though it relates findings to the existing study, but it does not specifically compare results.

(Score = 4)
	

	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
	Yes.

(Score = 5)
	

	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
	Yes

(Score = 4)
	

	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
	Yes, the references are relevant, but they are insufficient (the introduction, methodology, and discussion sections need more).
You need to use the same style for the references throughout. Some have a DOI, while some don’t. This is unacceptable!

(Score = 3)
	

	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
	Yes

(Score = 4)
	





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.
	No. There are needs to cite the Introduction and most importantly the methodology sections properly.
	

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

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

	NO
	






PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Please only accept this paper for publication after the corrections have been made.


	





Reviewer details:

Sakariyau A. Waheed, Old Dominion University, USA
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