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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Yes interesting article and important for scientific community. Study highlighted the antimicrobial activity of E. basaal bark extract against resistant pathogens is promising. However, few revisions are necessary before publication.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes title of the article is suitable and clear

	

	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 abstract of the article comprehensive and for betterment author can add clearer highlight of the MRSA result which is most Significant Clinical finding of study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and technically sound

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is good but not sufficient for a publication in a contemporary international journal.
Add 4-6 recent references (2020-2024) covering: Recent reviews on plant antimicrobials, Recent phytochemistry of embelin/Embelia & the rationale for studying underutilized species.
it is better to add DOI Numbers also.
Correct the incomplete reference for Deshpande et al., 2011.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. In material and method section use of streptomycin as a positive control for fungi is unconventional. An antifungal control (e.g., fluconazole or amphotericin B) should be included or justified.
2. The manuscript states results are mean ± SD (n=3) but does not describe statistical tests for significance (e.g., ANOVA). This should be added.

3. The use of streptomycin as a control for fungi is misleading and should be addressed.

4. The tables are informative but poorly formatted. They should be reconstructed for clarity and consistency with journal guidelines. Table footnotes should define all abbreviations (e.g., L, B, G⁺, G⁻).

5. No statistical tests are reported to compare the activity of leaf vs. bark extracts or to assess concentration-dependent effects. This weakens the conclusions.

6. Typographical errors: e.g., “in-vitro” should be “in vitro” (no hyphen).
7. Inconsistent use of italics for microbial species names.

8. Image of selected plant Embelia basaal should be included. 

9. Need to add images of final agar plates for understanding clear zone of inhibition.

10. The language of the article needs to be improved.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO 
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