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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer’'s comment

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. Why do you like (or
dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

i Paper contains panoramic presentation of results, including percentage vyield,
antibacterial activity, and physicochemical properties.
il. Tables and figures are well explained.
iii. The paper demonstrates a solid approach to formulating and evaluating an oral
GS nanoemulsion for oral administration.
iv. Ethical approval and adherence to animal care principles are clearly pointed out.

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

Yes.

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.

i. The abstract is clear and findings are well-reported, including globule size, BCS,
and antibacterial activity.

Suggestions for Improvement:

i. |If can elaborate a point or two about adjuvants and its working principle.
Otherwise it is ok.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

Yes itis Appropriate but | will say Some Suggestions for improvement:
i.  Why only pumpkin seed oil (PSO) was chosen as an adjuvant and its anticipated
role in the formulation.
il. If possible then mention the quantity and concentration of chemicals used for
extraction of PSO and total yield or quantity of PSO obtained.

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific
correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this
manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A
minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

i. It engage a rigorous methodological approach, utilizing well-established
techniques and providing a clear and detailed explanation of experimental
procedures.

il. The data analysis is thorough, with appropriate statistical methods applied to
ensure the reliability and validity of the results.

ili. This manuscript critically analyse the ethical consideration.

IV. These research findings and methods collectively ensure that the research is
both scientifically valid and technically reliable.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in
the review form.

Yes it is clearly mentioned and followed the citation process as well.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Yes.

Optional/General comments
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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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