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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides a broad overview of Neisseria meningiditis, covering microbiology, virulence mechanism, epidemiology, clinical manifestation, diagnosis, treatment, vaccination, and public health implications. Given the continued global burden of invasive meningococcal disease (IMD), especially in low-resource settings and during outbreaks, the topic remains highly relevant. The discussion of capsular diversity, immune evasion, and vaccine development strategies contributes to understanding current prevention efforts. However, the manuscript reads primarily as a narrative review rather than original article, and its scientific depth and structure require substantial strengthening to meet scholarly standard.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle is accurate but too broad and generic. It does not reflect a specific research focus or hypothesis, which is expected for an Original Research Article. If the manuscript is intended as an Original Research Article, the tittle must reflect a specific experimental or analytical study. For example, “Biology, Virulence Mechanism, and Global Impact of Neisseria meningitidis”.
	

	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 lengthy and written in a conversational tone, which is not appropriate for scholarly publication. It lacks clear study objective, defined methodology, key findings, and structured scientific conclusion. 
· I recommend the authors clarify whether this is an original article or a review article. 

· Rewrite in structured format: Background – Objective – Methods – Results – Conclusion

· Remove informal language (e.g., “slip past our body’s defences,” )
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains accurate general information, however:
· It lacks a clear methodology section

· There are no experimental results, table, or statistical analyses.

· It reads as a narrative educational review

· Several sections are repetitive

· There are inconsistencies in spelling of Neisseria (e.g., “Neissaria,” “Neissaeria”)

· Figures are referenced but not scientifically described or sourced

If categorized as an Original Research Article, it does not meet the criteria. It would be appropriate as a Review Article after major revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Comments:
1. Several references are relatively old

2. Recent (2020-2024) genomic surveillance and vaccine impact studies are missing

3. In-text citations are inconsistently formatted

4. Some claims lack direct citation

Suggestions:

1. Add recent high-impact journal articles

2. Include update WHO global burden data

3. Standardize citation style according to journal guidelines
	

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


	The language quality is not suitable for scholarly communication in its current form.
Major issues:

1. Conversational tone (“let us talk about…”, “no joke”, “super important”)

2. Redundant explanations

3. Informal phrasing

4. Grammatical errors

5. Spelling inconsistencies

6. Repetition of ideas across sections

The manuscript requires professional academic language editing and restructuring.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript structure is overly fragmented (multiple small subsections)
2. Section 10.1-10.5 repeat earlier content

3. Figures need proper legends, citation sources, and permissions 

4. The manuscript should either be reformatted as a structured review article, or redesigned to include original research data

OVERALL, MAJOR REVISION IS REQUIRED
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Rika Wahyuningtyas, Institut Teknologi Bandung, Indonesia

