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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 explores the development of antibacterial scaffolds for skin grafts using PLA nanofibers combined with cinnamon essential oil and lanolin emulsions. The study focuses on characterizing the scaffolds' properties, including migration behavior, drug delivery, and antibacterial efficacy. The findings offer potential advancements in wound healing, particularly for burn treatment. The research is valuable for both researchers and clinicians working on skin injury management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title, "Obtention of Scaffolds for Grafts on Human Skin with PLA-Nanofibers and Cinnamon Oil-Lanoline Emulsions," is appropriate as it clearly reflects the study's focus. However, for greater precision, it could be revised to:
"Development and Characterization of PLA-Nanofiber Scaffolds with Cinnamon Oil-Lanolin Emulsions for Antibacterial Human Skin Grafts."

	

	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 provides a clear and tight summary of the objectives, methods and main results of the study. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the specific bacterial strains tested, such as Escherichia coli and Staphylococcus aureus. The inclusion of key numerical results, such as fibre diameter and mechanical properties, would enhance the scientific value of the summary. In addition, the phrase ‘was tested in the presence of cinnamon oil and lanolin’ should be replaced with ‘was tested in the presence of cinnamon oil and lanolin’ for greater clarity and precision.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, with well-designed experiments and appropriate analytical techniques (e.g., SEM, FT-IR, EKA). The results are presented logically, and the conclusions align with the data. However, the following points should be addressed:

· Clarify the rationale for selecting 7 layers as the optimal scaffold configuration.

· Provide more details on the statistical analysis of the antibacterial tests to strengthen the validity of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant and mostly recent, covering key aspects of the study. However, the following additions could further support the manuscript:
Include recent reviews or studies on PLA-based scaffolds in tissue engineering (e.g., 2020–2024).
Add references discussing the clinical applications of cinnamon oil in wound healing.
Furthermore, the beginning of the introduction would gain in credibility if it were supported by precise bibliographical references. It is advisable to cite sources, especially in the first few lines, and to justify the context of recent advances in regenerative biomedicine.

	

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

	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but minor grammatical and stylistic improvements are needed. For example:

"Obtention" could be replaced with "Development" or "Fabrication."

Ensure consistency in terminology (e.g., "lanoline" vs. "lanolin").

Recommendation: linguistic proofreading by a native speaker or an English-speaking scientific editor.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The introduction lacks up-to-date scientific references to contextualize the study, especially in its opening lines.

Some methods, notably those concerning emulsion preparation and scaffold fabrication, should be described in greater detail to ensure their reproducibility by other researchers.

The Results and Discussion section would benefit from better articulation, with a more in-depth interpretation of the results obtained, in relation to the literature.

Some figures lack resolution or sufficiently explicit legends.

The language could be improved for greater fluidity and scientific precision.
The manuscript is strong but requires clarifications and refinements before publication.

	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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