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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 objective has an old idea, but the new part is choosing of plant extract. 
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No
	

	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?
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	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript entitled "Combined Antifungal Activity of Fluconazole and Ethanol Extracts of Some Medicinal Plants Against Some Clinical Candida Species" tried to enhance antifungal agent activity by using plant extracts. The idea is not new. Choosing plants may have additional information. The manuscript has major scientific problems. I recommended making a major revision to be more suitable for any journal. Comments are below:
Abstract: 

Writing of the scientific nomination of Candida is not followed. Ex. Candida Parapsilosis and other examples in the introduction section.
Materials and methods:
· The source of fungal isolates is not included, and there is only a description of the reference that uses them.
· The source of the plants is not included, and there is only a description of the reference that uses them.
· Candida was termed resistant in the methods, but without mentioning which antifungal resistance and how it was measured.
Results:
· Subtitles are very long and need to be reduced to significant words.
· There were no explanations for tables 2-4, 6, 8, and 10.
· Figures contain Arabic letters (Hindi). 
Discussion:
The discussion is very poor and needs to include more supporting references to the main results of this study.
Conclusion: 

It is like results and not conclusive information. It needs to be rebuilt as a conclusion and a repetition of results.
References:
It uses numerical references, while it's supposed to be alphabetical.
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