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	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it addresses the growing global challenge of antimicrobial resistance by exploring plant-based alternatives derived from locally available medicinal species. By systematically evaluating the antibacterial efficacy and synergistic effects of individual and combined bark extracts, the study provides valuable experimental evidence supporting the development of phytochemical-based antimicrobials. The findings contribute to ethnopharmacological knowledge and offer a scientific basis for the rational use of traditional medicinal plants in modern drug discovery. Additionally, the work highlights the potential of extract combinations as a strategy to enhance antimicrobial activity and reduce resistance development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but too long.
A better, concise alternative is:

“Synergistic Antibacterial Activity of Bark Extracts from Tamarindus indica, Adansonia digitata, and Vitellaria paradoxa.”


	

	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 is generally comprehensive, as it clearly presents the background, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study. However, minor improvements are recommended to enhance clarity and quality. The objective of the study could be stated more explicitly, and some methodological details (such as extract concentration wording) should be simplified for better readability. Minor corrections in scientific formatting (e.g., temperature notation) are also needed. Additionally, the phytochemical results can be stated more concisely using formal scientific language. Overall, the abstract is well-written and requires only small refinements rather than major additions or deletions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct, as the study design, experimental methods, data presentation, and interpretation of results are appropriate and consistent with standard practices in antimicrobial and phytochemical research. The use of agar well diffusion, inclusion of positive and negative controls, statistical analysis, and comparison with previous studies support the validity of the findings. However, some minor scientific and technical issues need attention, such as clearer description of extract concentrations, consistency in methodology (e.g., extraction ratios and volumes), and careful wording to avoid repetition or ambiguity. These issues do not affect the overall scientific validity of the work and can be addressed through minor revisions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic, covering both foundational and supporting studies on medicinal plants, phytochemistry, and antimicrobial activity. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of a few more recent references (from the last 5–7 years), particularly review articles and recent experimental studies on plant-based antimicrobials and synergistic effects of combined extracts, to strengthen the scientific relevance and up-to-date nature of the work.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the ideas are clearly conveyed. However, minor grammatical errors, repetition, and occasional awkward phrasing are present, and some sentences would benefit from refinement for clarity and conciseness. These issues can be addressed through careful editing and do not detract from the overall academic quality of the article.
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