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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 publication is extremely important to the scientific community since it presents a complete synthesis of anti-MRSA potential in West African medicinal flora, exposing an underutilised yet promising resource for new treatments. 
It methodically combines phytochemical variety, effectiveness data, and molecular processes to provide useful insights into multi-target antibacterial methods capable of overcoming traditional resistance routes. 
The paper also reveals crucial gaps in toxicity evaluation and methodological standardisation, which will inform future research paths. Overall, it adds significantly to the worldwide effort to prevent antibiotic resistance through plant-based medication development.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is straightforward, informative, and reflects the paper's major theme, namely anti-MRSA activity, phytochemistry, and a geographical focus on West African medicinal herbs. 
However, it might be somewhat reduced or more detailed in order to increase readability and effect. Overall, the title accurately describes the contents and breadth of the systematic review.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Background, aims, methods, main findings, and conclusions are all succinctly summarised in the abstract, which is thorough and organised. 
It addresses limits and future importance while clearly highlighting the phytochemical variety, anti-MRSA effectiveness, and underlying molecular processes. In general, it summarises the material accurately and comprehensively.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Keywords such as methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), phytochemicals, antibacterial action, and medicinal plants from West Africa are suitable and pertinent to the article's major subjects. 

They facilitate indexing and make the article more accessible to readers and scholars. One or two more targeted keywords, such as "biofilm inhibition," "efflux pump inhibition," or "synergistic therapy," might enhance scientific specificity and search visibility even further.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
All of the necessary context is provided in an orderly and comprehensive fashion. Examining the medicinal flora of West Africa is crucial, and the article elucidates the global and regional relevance of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus and the shortcomings of existing medicines. 
In laying a solid groundwork for the investigation, the introduction skilfully combines ethnopharmacological background with contemporary scientific viewpoints.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Excellent
It is abundantly clear what the objectives are, and they are consistent with the scope of the systematic review.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant and focused on anti-MRSA medicinal plants and phytochemicals.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Rating: 4 = Good
Most references are recent, but adding a few more studies from the last 2–3 years would strengthen the review.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The methodology is explained, but the inclusion of the PRISMA flow diagram and the search strategy table would improve clarity.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Critical comparison of MIC values, phytochemicals, and mechanisms is present, but more comparisons between studies would improve it.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Research gaps such as toxicity studies, clinical trials, and standardization are clearly identified.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Conclusions are well supported by the literature reviewed.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Limitations are mentioned, but can be slightly expanded (e.g., lack of clinical data, variability in extraction methods).

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Most references are from peer-reviewed journals and authentic scientific sources.

	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is understandable, but minor grammatical and language polishing is recommended
	









PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The title is clear, informative, and reflects the scope of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract effectively summarises the objectives, methodology, key findings, and significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound with appropriate methodology, data interpretation, and discussion of results.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are adequate, relevant, and include a good number of recent peer-reviewed studies.

	




PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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