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	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 of considerable relevance to the scientific community as it examines the therapeutic potential of Murraya koenigii (curry leaf) as a natural alternative for controlling infections caused by Escherichia coli O157. 

· The study addresses a critical public health concern, given that the use of conventional antibiotics against this pathogen remains controversial due to the potential induction of Hemolytic Uremic Syndrome (HUS). 

· The use of an in vivo experimental model involving albino rats enables the study to bridge an important translational gap between preliminary in vitro findings and prospective clinical application. 

· Furthermore, the identification of dose-dependent therapeutic responses provides a valuable framework for optimizing the pharmacological potential of bioactive constituents particularly carbazole alkaloids and flavonoids in the development of alternative strategies for the management of severe gastrointestinal infections
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The alternative title would be: Evaluation of the Antibacterial Potential of Murraya koenigii Leaf Extracts Against Escherichia coli O157 in an Albino Rat Model
The alternative title specifies that leaf extracts were evaluated, matching the methodology described in the paper. Replacing "Ability" with "Potential" better aligns with the study's conclusions regarding the need for further dosage optimization and variability in outcomes
	

	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 must be improved the description of the methodology

The methodological description contains unnecessary procedural details.

 Elements such as institutional location or administrative approvals should not occupy space in the abstract. 

Instead, the abstract should briefly specify:experimental design (in vivo animal model), number of experimental groups, dosage levels of the extract, treatment duration.


The results section of the abstract should include key quantitative outcomes, such as statistical significance, survival rates, bacterial reduction, or weight changes. Currently, the findings are described qualitatively (e.g., “more favorable results”), which weakens the scientific impact.


Some expressions should be replaced with more standard scientific language. For example:

· protective effects inside the rat → protective effects in vivo

· research project → study

· higher concentration of bioactive compounds → higher dose of extract

5. Remove redundant or repetitive phrases
Several phrases are unnecessary in an abstract, such as:

· This research study

· This research project observed

These should be simplified to maintain conciseness


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design requires clarification. The number of animals per group is inconsistent throughout the manuscript, and the grouping description is confusing (e.g., overlap between control and treatment animals). A clear description of:

· total number of rats,

· number of rats per group,

· control and treatment groups, and

· randomization procedures is necessary. In addition, the sample size appears very small, which limits the statistical power and reliability of the conclusions.

There are serious unit inconsistencies. For example, the body weight of rats is reported in kilograms (kg), whereas laboratory rats typically weigh 120–200 grams (g). This indicates a measurement or reporting error that must be corrected to maintain scientific accuracy.

The preparation of the Murraya koenigii extract lacks important details, including:

1. exact extraction ratio (plant material to solvent),

2. extraction yield,

3. standardization of bioactive compounds,

4. justification for the selected doses (200 mg/kg and 400 mg/kg). Without this information, reproducibility of the experiment is limited.

The procedure for infecting rats with Escherichia coli O157 is not sufficiently described. Key methodological details are missing, such as:

1. bacterial strain specification,

2. inoculum concentration (CFU/ml),

3. confirmation of infection through microbiological methods,

4. biosafety considerations.

Statistical Analysis, although the manuscript mentions the use of SPSS, the statistical analysis is not adequately explained. The following information should be clearly provided:
· statistical tests used (e.g., t-test, ANOVA),

· significance threshold (e.g., p < 0.05), justification for statistical methods,

Several tables and figures require revision:

· some tables are duplicated or incorrectly labeled,

· the description of results does not always correspond to the data presented,

· figure legends and table titles are unclear.

There are contradictions within the manuscript. For example:

· the extract is described as aqueous in one section but later referred to as ethanol extract in the discussion,

· dosage descriptions for treatment groups are inconsistent. These inconsistencies undermine the scientific reliability of the study.

The discussion sometimes makes strong conclusions that are not fully supported by the limited data, particularly regarding mechanisms of action and toxin inhibition. These interpretations should be presented more cautiously.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The authors should consider incorporating more recent and relevant studies, particularly from 2020–2025, to strengthen the literature review and discussion. Examples include:

· Recent studies on the antimicrobial activity of Murraya koenigii extracts against pathogenic bacteria. 

· Research describing the antibacterial compounds present in Murraya koenigii and their pharmacological potential. 

· Recent experimental studies examining plant extracts as alternatives to conventional antibiotics against pathogenic bacteria including E. coli. 

Including such studies would help better situate the manuscript within the current scientific literature and demonstrate the novelty and relevance of the present work.

Additional recommendations

· Increase the number of recent peer-reviewed journal articles (last 5 years).
· Include more microbiology and pharmacology studies focusing on plant-derived antimicrobials.

· Ensure that references are from reputable journals indexed in databases such as Scopus, Web of Science, or PubMed.

	

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


	Several sections contain redundant phrases and repetitive wording, which reduces the overall conciseness expected in scientific manuscripts. Simplifying sentences and removing unnecessary wording would significantly improve readability.
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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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