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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.


	It is an interesting article that address alternative route to treatment other than modern drugs , and it is  timely in the face of resistance Good use of statistical analysis tool. No flow in the introduction for example linking why bacteria treatment to antibiotic resistance. Also, literature review of some floral plants that have successfully been used for medicinal purpose.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title seems is okay, but it can be rephrased to be more novel

	

	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 abstracts actually covered all that was done in the manuscript, however no abbreviation was supposed to be seen in abstract e.g MIC and MBC

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To my believe core analysis essential were performed, however, some results were missing.  I wonder how all plant extract were compared with each other against bacterial strains. Example of Table 5

	

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

	

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


	Font used is not consistent, some jargons were not defined or clearly explained. All sections needs to be reorganized to facilitate good comprehension.

	

	Optional/General comments


	In the material section, plant materials used are confusing and it needs to be clearly written the phrase “It is essentially composed of plant organs such as the leaves of four (4) species” needs to be phrased, likewise bacterial material. From the 42 plants detected you stated 9 were selected based on literature review, it requires further explanation. Generally, the methods as it is seems ambiguous and requires further explanation and proper explanation. All the sub sections under 2.2.7 should be describe together. No proper descriptions of figures (Fig 1 and Fig 2), only title were used. Figure 3 is too clumsy, find a way to declutter it.
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