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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 work is relevant for the current increased awareness on antimicrobial resistance worldwide. The phytochemical composition and antibacterial activity of the methanolic peel extract of Citrus sinensis (sweet orange) are investigated against two clin... Plant antimicrobial agents constitute a potential and largely unexploited resource for the development of new drugs, whereas citrus peel waste stands as one of the most abundant, affordable, available source of bioactive compounds. The results widen the spectrum of evidence concerning plant extracts as potential complementary or alternative antibacterial actives, especially in areas where access to conventional antibiotics is not always feasible. The study also offers baseline data (MIC, MBC and zone of inhibition values) for the potential isolation and characterization of singleton or multiple bioactive compounds from C.sinensis in future.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable and indicating the scope of the study. But it could use a little tweaking to be more accurate. The term 'EVALUATION' is broadly applied in the title; it would be improved if extract type were included. Suggested substitute: "Phytochemical Screening and Antibacterial Activity of Methanolic Peel Extract of Citrus sinensis on Staphylococcus aureus and Escherichia coli." This amendment brings the title more in line with methodology.
	

	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 clearly written and includes the main components of the study (background, objective, methods, results and conclusion). But surely a few changes would be necessary: 1. The Background section is very short and general. It should briefly explain why C. sinensis was chosen and refer to antibiotic resistance worldwide. 2. In the Methods, it would be useful if the authors mentioned what concentrations were tested in the agar well diffusion assay so as to inform readers on the dose range studied. 3. Zones of inhibition values and MIC/MBC data in the result section are also reported rightly. But the concentration of 22 mm zone for E. coli (100 mg/mL) needs to be mentioned specifically. 4. The Conclusion is acceptable, with reservations to be mentioned (crude extract - in vitrio only), statements about future research are included but appear here for the first time after having been noted in text of full paper. 5. The keyword list has 'and' instead of the final comma or semicolon.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, but several issues require attention:  1. METHODOLOGICAL CONCERN — Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 describe sample preparation twice with minor differences (e.g., shade drying for 14 days at 35°C vs. air-drying at room temperature). This duplication is confusing and suggests a lack of careful editing. The two sections should be merged into a single coherent methodology.  2. TYPOGRAPHICAL ERROR — On page 3, 'sStaphylococcus aureus' appears as the start of a paragraph. The leading lowercase 's' is a typographical error and should be removed.  3. SPELLING — 'ca1purnia aurea' in the Introduction (page 2) appears to contain a numeral '1' instead of the letter 'l' (should be 'Calpurnia aurea'). All species names must be italicized consistently throughout.  4. TABLE 2 DISCREPANCY — The abstract states seven phytochemicals were detected (tannins, steroids, flavonoids, alkaloids, saponins, phenolic compounds), but Table 2 lists only six (Tannings should be tannins, Steroids, Flavonoids, Alkaloids, Saponins, Phenols) and omits glycosides. However, glycosides were tested (Section 2.2.4) and the Discussion (page 12) mentions glycosides as present. The table must be corrected to include glycosides, or the text must be reconciled.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate in size (approximately 30 references) but has several issues:  1. RECENCY — Several key references are from 2010–2013. More recent studies (2020–2025) on the antibacterial activity of Citrus sinensis or related citrus species should be included to reflect the current state of knowledge.  
	

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


	The English quality is acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The following issues must be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for publication:

MAJOR (Must Fix):
· Correct 'Maximum Bactericidal Concentration' to 'Minimum Bactericidal Concentration' in Table 5 key — this is a critical factual error.

· Reconcile the phytochemical results: glycosides are tested and described as present in the Discussion but are absent from Table 2. Add glycosides to Table 2 or remove references to it.

· Merge and harmonize the duplicate sample preparation descriptions in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3.

· Add statistical analysis (or explicitly acknowledge its absence as a limitation).

· Fix the typographical error 'sStaphylococcus aureus' (page 3).

· Correct the Table 2 column header from 'Reference' to 'Result'.

· Clarify the Woo et al. (2008) citation mismatch between the reference list and in-text use.

MINOR (Recommended):
· Fix the species name typo 'ca1purnia aurea' to 'Calpurnia aurea' and ensure all species names are consistently italicized.

· Include more recent references (2020–2025) on Citrus sinensis antimicrobial research.

· Expand the Discussion to more critically address the discrepancy with studies reporting higher susceptibility in Gram-positive bacteria.

· Improve language clarity and consistency of tenses throughout.

· Change 'extractive conclusion' to 'definitive conclusion' (page 15).

· Add a negative control zone value in Table 4.

· Discuss the extract yield (7.3%) in context of comparable studies.

· Clarify how compositional and nutritional data in Table 1 were obtained.

· Consider adding molecular confirmation of bacterial isolates to strengthen identification.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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