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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 is important because it provides valuable insights into the antimicrobial potential of Mentha piperita, supporting the development of plant-based alternatives to combat antimicrobial resistance and guiding future research on natural bioactive compounds.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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: 4 (Good)
The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the main objectives of the study, including the chemical characterization and antimicrobial evaluation of Mentha piperita. However, it could be made more concise to improve readability.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the study's objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. It is informative, although it could be slightly more concise by reducing some methodological details.
	

	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: 5 (Excellent)
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and effectively represent the main themes of the study, which will facilitate indexing and improve the manuscript's discoverability.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The background is well organized and provides sufficient context on medicinal plants, antimicrobial resistance, and the significance of Mentha piperita. However, it could be more concise by reducing repetitive information and focusing more on the specific research gap addressed by the study.
	

	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: 5 (Excellent)
The research objectives are clearly stated and align well with the study design, providing a clear focus for the phytochemical characterization, FTIR analysis, and antimicrobial evaluation of Mentha piperita.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and includes appropriate references supporting the study. However, incorporating more recent studies, particularly from the last 3–5 years, would further strengthen its currency and scientific context.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The research methodology is appropriate and adequately described for achieving the study objectives. However, providing more details on experimental replicates, statistical analysis, and quality control measures would improve the methodological rigor and reproducibility.
	

	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: N/A (Not Applicable)
The study is laboratory-based and does not involve human participants or animals; therefore, formal ethical approval is not applicable. However, the manuscript appropriately identifies the plant material and its source.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The results are presented clearly with appropriate tables, figures, and supporting explanations. However, clearer statistical presentation and improved figure formatting would enhance readability and interpretation.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The tables and figures are relevant and support the study effectively. However, improving figure resolution, labeling, and formatting would enhance their clarity and overall presentation.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature and compares the results with previous studies. However, a more critical discussion of the study's limitations and differences from earlier reports would further strengthen this section.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The conclusions are generally supported by the presented data and are consistent with the study findings. However, they should remain slightly more cautious regarding the antimicrobial potential, considering the study was limited to crude fractions and in vitro analyses.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The limitations are discussed and appropriately acknowledge the main constraints of the study, including the use of crude fractions and in vitro analyses. Briefly addressing how these limitations may affect the interpretation of the findings would make this section stronger.

	

	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: 4 (Good)
The references are relevant and sufficient to support the study. However, including more recent publications from the past 3–5 years would further strengthen the literature base and demonstrate the study's relevance to current research.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, with a logical flow of ideas. However, minor grammatical refinements and reduction of repetitive statements would further improve readability and conciseness.
	



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 suitable, as it clearly reflects the study's focus on the chemical characterization and antimicrobial evaluation of Mentha piperita.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
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, the manuscript is scientifically sound
	

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

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

	NO
Suggestion for improvement:
The manuscript should include more recent references, especially studies published within the last 3–5 years (2021–2026), to better reflect current advances in antimicrobial research and phytochemical analysis of medicinal plants.
	

	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 issues in the manuscript, as it is an in vitro laboratory study involving plant extracts and microbial strains only, without human or animal subjects. However, it would be better if the authors clearly state that proper laboratory safety procedures and microbial handling guidelines were followed.
	


Reviewer details:

Naila Ghafoor, University of Agriculture, Pakistan





Page 4 of 4
V240326


