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	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.


	The manuscript gives a lot of useful informations about how bearberry extracts works against bacteria that causes UTI, which can help in finding more natural treatments.

It also shows that even though some results are still early, the extracts have good potential and should be study more in future researches.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is mostly suitable because it clearly tells what the paper is about – using Arctostaphylos uva-ursi for treating urinary tract infections. It’s simple and straight to the point.

But maybe it can be little more specific by showing it’s a review. A better title could be something like:

“A Review on the Use of Arctostaphylos uva-ursi (Bearberry) Extracts in the Treatment of Urinary Tract Infections” – just to make it more clear for readers looking for review articles.
	

	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.


	There are few things that could be improved:

It could mention that it's a review article in the first line, so readers know right away it's not original experimental work, Maybe it should include a little bit more detail on the limitations of current clinical trials, like the number or quality of studies.

The last line talks about using low-arbutin plants or combinations, which is great – but could be better if it also mention why this is important (like to reduce toxicity risks).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript seems to be scientifically correct based on the abstract and sections given. It covers different aspects like antimicrobial action, urease inhibition, and biofilm prevention, which are all relevant to urinary tract infections. The paper also talks about the chemical composition of Uva ursi and explains how arbutin and other compounds might work, which makes the content reliable.
	

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

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


	Bit ok, improve further for western scientific community
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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