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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 is significant as it explores oyster-derived antimicrobial proteins (AMPs) as a novel strategy to combat antibiotic-resistant superbugs, a pressing global health issue. It provides a comprehensive review of their mechanisms, effectiveness, and potential applications in medicine, agriculture, and food safety. The study highlights the synergistic potential of AMPs with conventional antibiotics, offering insights into reducing resistance development. It also underscores the need for further research to overcome challenges like scalability and immunogenicity, paving the way for innovative therapeutic solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, “Oyster-Derived Antimicrobial Proteins: A Solution to Combat Superbugs,” is clear and relevant but could be refined for specificity. Suggested Alternative: “Oyster-Derived Antimicrobial Proteins: A Novel Approach to Combat Multidrug-Resistant Pathogens.”
	

	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 is well-structured, summarizing the problem, key findings, mechanisms, and applications of oyster-derived AMPs. However, it could briefly mention specific challenges (e.g., scalability or immunogenicity) to provide a balanced overview. Suggestion: Add a sentence on key limitations to highlight areas for future research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically robust, supported by recent studies and detailed mechanisms (e.g., membrane disruption, biofilm inhibition). The data in Tables 1 and 2 are well-organized and align with cited references. However, some claims about low resistance potential need stronger evidence, as resistance mechanisms are briefly addressed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent (2014–2025) and relevant, covering key studies on oyster AMPs. 
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication but contains minor grammatical errors (e.g., “becoming a greater threat” in the introduction). Some sentences are overly complex, reducing readability. 

Suggestion: Simplify sentence structures and proofread for minor errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-researched and timely, addressing a critical issue in antimicrobial resistance. Clarifying the extent of in vivo evidence and adding a brief discussion on cost-effectiveness of AMP production could enhance its impact.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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