EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The above manuscript titled "Evaluation of the Antibacterial Potential of Murraya koenigii Leaf Extracts Against Escherichia coli O157 in an Albino Rat Model" has been reviewed. 
2. To improve the manuscript, the authors should condense and clarify the text, particularly in the Introduction, Methods, and Results sections, focusing on key points and avoiding repetition. 
3. The Results section should be strengthened by clearly highlighting dose-dependent effects and including quantitative data, such as bacterial counts or infection markers, if available. 
4. Proper statistical reporting with p-values and confidence intervals should be ensured, and tables and figures should be standardized for clarity. 
5. Study limitations, including the small sample size and short duration, should be addressed, along with suggestions for future work, such as testing intermediate doses, histopathology, and alternative extraction methods. 
6. Finally, the manuscript should be checked for ethical statements, references, and formatting to meet journal standards, and carefully proofread for grammar and readability.

	Thank you
I have provided more clarification.

The infection was constant E. coli O157, 2 ml of (1 × 109) colony-forming units/ml, but the treatment dosage of the extract (200mg/kg and 400mg/kg) was different. Infection markers such as total white cell count and neutrophil count were not reported because the objectives were centred on weight, motility, and animal behavioural changes. 
95% confidence level was chosen, indicating that a p-value less than 0.05 is considered significant.
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