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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.


	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and underexplored topic: the microbial and pathogenic contamination of herbal medicinal powders in West Africa. Considering the wide use of such unregulated herbal products and the growing issue of antimicrobial resistance (AMR), this study provides valuable baseline data for risk assessment and public health policies. It raises awareness about the intersection of traditional medicine safety, microbial ecology, and AMR dissemination, contributing to One Health perspectives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title clearly reflects the study’s scope and geographical focus. It is concise and informative. Optionally, it could be slightly refined for better scientific precision, example.: Microbiological Characterization and Antimicrobial Resistance Potential of Bacteria Isolated from Medicinal Plant Powders Sold in Abidjan, Côte d’Ivoire
	

	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 coherent overview of the objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it can be improved by: (1) briefly mentioning the MALDI-TOF identification approach in the methods sentence; (2) adding key quantitative data on antimicrobial resistance profiles if available; and (3) shortening the conclusion to avoid redundancy.                                                                                                                                                                              
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design and microbiological analyses are methodologically sound. Sampling and identification methods are appropriate, and the discussion demonstrates excellent use of recent literature. The main scientific limitation is that the pathogenicity and resistance profiles are inferred from literature rather than experimental assays (example; antimicrobial susceptibility testing). This limitation is properly acknowledged, but should be emphasized in the conclusion as well.    
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is up to date and relevant, including publications from 2022-2025. A few earlier foundational papers (before 2015) could be reduced to keep focus on the most recent findings. Additionally, Reference 33 (Singh et al., 2015) should be verified for in-text citation.
	

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


	Overall, the English is clear and academic, but some sentences are long and could benefit from minor stylistic editing for conciseness and readability (e.g., merging redundant clauses in Introduction and Discussion). Minor grammar corrections and consistent use of tense are recommended.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured and timely manuscript. The combination of field sampling, microbial identification, and literature-based pathogenic assessment is valuable for public health
Minor revisions are recommended to improve flow. Suggested improvements: i)The author must clarify the number of markets sampled and selection criteria. ii) Consider summarizing virulence/resistance findings in a visual format (example: heatmap or diagram). –iii) Emphasize the regulatory implications in the conclusion section.
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