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PART 1
	
	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.
	This manuscript provides information about thinking on antimicrobial peptides (AMPs) as immunomodulatory agents in the context of bacterial skin infections along with addressing gaps in antimicrobial research in the case of multidrug- pathogens resistance. This manuscript offers valuable inputs for the fields of immunology, microbiology, and researchers who is looking for the approaches to combat antibiotic resistance and improve skin infection management.


	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriate for the paper.
Rating: 4 = Good

	

	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
	The abstract is comprehensive and appropriate for a review article, but it requires minor modifications.

The abstract is somewhat long and complex, with lengthy sentences and has small grammatical issues.
Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate, and useful, but they can be improved.
Using both “antimicrobial peptides” and “AMPs” is unnecessary.

“skin pathogen” is generic word; instead use clear word.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	The background information is sufficient and generally well organized.

Reduce descriptive detail where it does not directly support AMP immunomodulation.

Add a brief discussion before the background section highlighting:

· antibiotic resistance and limitations of pathogen-targeted therapies,

· need for host-directed strategies.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are mostly clearly stated and acceptable, however following comments to be considered:

There is no clear sentence such as: “The objective of this review is to…” which is very helpful for readers. Instead of writing objective in many sentences, write it in a way that reader can easily navigate.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is highly relevant and appropriate for the scope and objectives of the paper, particularly as a comprehensive review focused on antimicrobial peptides (AMPs) as immunomodulatory, host-directed agents in skin infections.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is reasonably recent and largely up to date.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature search methodology is not adequately explained, and does not clearly state which databases were searched, and what keyword were used.
Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Critical analysis of literature is done partially, following is lacking:
· discussion of limitations and challenges
· Gaps are not clearly highlighted

Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Identification of research gaps/future directions is mostly done.
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are logically arrived at, but it can be clearer what this review uniquely contributes to the field. 
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The limitations are not completely and comprehensively discussed specifically: Partially limitations of the review itself, limited discussion on inconsistent findings, and the limitation of the field. 
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

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

N/A = Not Applicable
	The quality of references used in the manuscript is high and appropriate for a scholarly review article. 
Rating: 4 = Good
	

	14. 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
	The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.

Rating: 4 = Good
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