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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 makes an important contribution to the ongoing search for novel antimicrobials by evaluating the crude venom of Hottentotta tamulus against multidrug-resistant (MDR) pathogens. With antimicrobial resistance being a global health threat, identifying alternative therapeutic sources such as animal venoms is both timely and highly relevant. The study provides strong preliminary evidence that scorpion venom exhibits bactericidal activity and synergistic potential with conventional antibiotics, opening avenues for drug discovery. Overall, it addresses a significant knowledge gap and has the potential to inspire further pharmacological and biochemical investigations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Evaluation of Antimicrobial Efficacy of Crude Venom from the Indian Red Scorpion (Hottentotta tamulus) against Multidrug-Resistant Pathogens”, is clear and informative.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, covering background, methods, results, and implications. It clearly communicates the novelty and significance of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound. The experimental design (MIC, MBC, time-kill assays, synergy testing) is appropriate and follows standard protocols (CLSI guidelines). The results are clearly presented and logically interpreted. Some additional mechanistic insights or cytotoxicity data would strengthen the work, but this does not undermine the current validity of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include relevant, recent sources (2014–2022). However, the inclusion of more recent studies (2023–2025) on venom-derived antimicrobial peptides and natural product-based antimicrobials could strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and professional English, suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical corrections and style refinements could further improve readability but do not affect comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should be standardized with consistent formatting and labeling.

The discussion could benefit from a stronger comparison with similar studies on animal venoms or antimicrobial peptides.

Cytotoxicity evaluation is recommended for future studies to assess therapeutic applicability.

The conclusion effectively summarizes the study but could be slightly more concise.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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