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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.


	The objective of the study is explained by several studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript has strong weaknesses in scientific information and a poor style of writing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No
	

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


	Poor language 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript entitled Antibacterial ability of chitosan derived from different species of Beetles was tried to find antimicrobial effects of chitosan on some bacteria. The author or authors showed that chitosan had antibacterial effects. There are many adopt about such results since there is no statistical analysis to prove that. In general, the manuscript has strong weaknesses in scientific information and a poor style of writing. The following are the most important comments:

Introduction:

· There is nothing about the antimicrobial effects of chitosan cited from other references, which are a lot.

· The aim of the study was mentioned twice in the introduction and the first one in the first paragraph, which is absolutely acceptable.

· Cited references is not always correct. Ex. (Diksha Lingait et al.,2024;---)

· The second paragraph of the introduction is about the method of the study and reference information.  

Methods:

· First sentence of method mentioned (six four beetles)? How is that?

· There is nothing about the extraction methods of chitosan.

· What does CFTRI Mysuru mean?

· What is the name of the method used for determining antibacterial susceptibility test?

· There is no need to table 1, and you could add its information within the text.

· There is no information about the determination of the zone of inhibition

· There is no statistical analysis?

Results:

· All sentences of the results are difficult to understand with poor language.

· Figure 1 contains difficult-to-read symbols, and they were handwritten.

· There is no statistical analysis for results, which seems to be nonsignificant. 

Discussion:

· All discussions about subjects so far from the results, such as agar diffusion, gentamicin, bacteria, etc?

· Half of the discussion is results 

· There is no explanation for the antibacterial effects of chitosan.

· There is no declaration statement.
The manuscript has serious issues in scientific, writing, and interpretation. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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