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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 investigates the antibacterial activity of earthworm extract and coelomic fluid of Perionyx excavatus against Escherichia coli and identifies bioactive compounds via GC-MS. Research on alternative antimicrobial sources is highly valuable in light of increasing antibiotic resistance. Earthworms are easily available, inexpensive organisms, and their biologically active components represent a promising area for natural antimicrobial drug exploration. The study contributes useful data on comparative bactericidal effects and chemical composition, which can support future biomedical and pharmacological investigations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly describes the focus of the study.
	

	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 conveys the purpose and findings but contains grammatical errors, repetitions, and typographical mistakes (e.g., “Escherichia coli have showed”, repeated “Coelomic fluid” in keywords, “responsibe”). It should be revised for clarity and corrected English. Additionally, numerical results (zone of inhibition values) may be mentioned briefly to strengthen the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study presents valid experimental methods (disk diffusion, coelomic extraction, GC-MS analysis) and provides interpretable results. However, several areas need improvement:

Some methodological steps lack detailed rationale.

Sample size is low (n=2 plates per concentration), reducing statistical strength.

ANOVA results are presented, but no post-hoc test or variance discussion.

Discussion can better integrate previous literature and mechanisms of action.

Overall, scientifically acceptable but requires revision for clarity and depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are abundant and include multiple recent publications (2020–2023). However, some references are outdated or repeated in concept. A few additional recent references on natural antimicrobial screening or earthworm peptides could strengthen the introduction.
	

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


	The manuscript needs moderate revision for grammar, punctuation, sentence structure, and scientific phrasing. Numerous typographical errors exist. Improving readability will enhance the scientific presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should be presented with clearer resolution and proper captions.

Units should be standardized (e.g., µL/mL, mg/10 mL).

Some sections are repetitive and should be condensed.

The discussion section should compare results more critically with similar studies.
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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 detail)
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