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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 to the scientific community because it investigates the production, optimization, and biological properties of exopolysaccharides (EPS) derived from yogurt-associated Enterococcus sp. The findings provide useful preliminary evidence of the antioxidant and antibacterial potential of the extracted EPS, contributing to the growing research on microbial-derived bioactive compounds. The study may support future investigations into the use of EPS as functional ingredients in food preservation, dairy product development, and pharmaceutical applications. However, further structural characterization, validation of antimicrobial mechanisms, and comprehensive safety assessments are necessary, particularly because some Enterococcus strains may carry virulence factors or antimicrobial resistance determinants. Overall, the manuscript offers a useful starting point for further research on the technological and biological applications of enterococcal EPS.
	



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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	3
	




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.

	The title should be revised for clarity and scientific accuracy. Suggested title: “Screening, Optimization, and Characterization of Exopolysaccharides Produced by Yogurt-Derived Enterococcus sp. and Evaluation of Their Antioxidant and Antibacterial Activities.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract should be revised to clearly present the study objectives, methods, major quantitative findings, and conclusions. The authors should resolve inconsistencies in EPS production conditions and antimicrobial results, report the statistical significance of the findings where applicable, and ensure that the conclusions are supported by the experimental data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Suggestion for improvement: The manuscript contains several scientific inconsistencies that require major revision. The authors should reconcile the differences in EPS production conditions, concentrations, and reported antimicrobial results across the Methods, Results, and Abstract. The DPPH assay formula, antibiotic susceptibility criteria, and EPS purification procedure should be verified and clearly described. The authors should also provide adequate statistical analysis, structural characterization of EPS, and comprehensive safety assessment of the Enterococcus strain before making claims about its probiotic or pharmaceutical applications.
	

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

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

	Answer: NO.

Suggestion for improvement: The authors should include more recent references from 2023–2026, particularly on EPS structural characterization, antioxidant and antibacterial mechanisms, and the safety assessment of Enterococcus strains. The reference list should be carefully checked for accuracy, completeness, and consistency with in-text citations. The authors should also verify the cited studies and ensure that all references directly support the relevant scientific claims.
	

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

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

	Answer: YES.

Ethical issues: The manuscript raises concerns regarding the safety assessment of the Enterococcus strain, particularly because certain species may carry virulence factors and transferable antimicrobial resistance genes. Although the authors report antibiotic susceptibility testing, they should provide evidence of strain-level safety, including screening for virulence determinants and relevant antimicrobial resistance genes. The authors should also clarify the strain identification and accession details to ensure traceability. These issues should be addressed before the strain or its EPS is recommended for food or pharmaceutical applications.
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