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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	Regarding the importance of the presented study, its objectives must be correctly defined, the dataset must be clear, all grammatical and spelling errors must be avoided, figures and tables must be formatted correctly, and the references used in the manuscript must be accurate and well-organized. In addition, the advanced practical methods must be used in analyzing the results. There is a factor, and to some extent, I do see the importance of the presented study.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is clear and accurately reflects the research topic in general, but some improvements could be made to it in terms of specifying the type of plasma used and the medium used, as this would further define the scope of the study more precisely.
	

	s the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract successfully presents the key elements—objectives, equipment used, DPD, experimental subjects, and main quantitative results—but it suffers from some grammatical errors and also lacks a concluding sentence that includes the practical implications and future applications of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	- The introduction provided a solid background on cold plasma and its mechanisms of action, for example, reactive oxygen species, ultraviolet radiation, etc. It also presented the relevant aspects of general plasma physics and its specific applications clearly. The study's objectives were clear, but the introduction should be well-crafted and avoid the poorly constructed sentences used in the introduction.
- The methodology must be free of spelling errors such as the word "cover" and must specify the method or equipment used to convert the chillers into a spray. This is crucial. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) must be fully implemented, as it lacks statistical indicators such as the p-value, standard deviations, and superscript letters, which indicate statistically significant differences in the results of the tables.
- The results are good, and the trading provided clear and quantifiable data, showing logarithmic declines and the percentage of disruption. However, repetition in the text should be avoided, and Figure 5 is a simple line graph lacking error bars and standard deviations, making it difficult to evaluate the data points. Typographical errors, as seen in Figure 3, should also be avoided.
- The discussion should be coherent, as we observe from the analysis of the reasons for their specific criteria and the discussion of the mechanisms of operation. They were content with what other researchers had concluded. It would have been better if the discussion had integrated the mechanisms mentioned in the introduction, the types of reactive oxygen species, and the direct correlation with the number of microbes they found.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references must be consistent, as it was observed that the references section is one of the weakest parts of the manuscript. This may lead to automatic review requests from most journal editors, as some references were found to be incomplete, such as reference number three and reference number ten, and the abbreviations were not defined in all the references.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The language used in writing the article contains many grammatically weak sentences, which may hinder the flow of the text. It also contains incorrect vocabulary, and grammatical and spelling errors, as well as repetition in writing the results, should be avoided.
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