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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 study links the traditional use of Annona senegalensis with measurable antibacterial activity and identifiable bioactive compounds. By comparing different plant parts and extraction methods, it highlights which extracts are most effective against common bacterial pathogens. The findings add useful evidence for plant-based alternatives to conventional antibiotics and point toward future research on safer, natural antimicrobial agents.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent

The title is clear and specific, accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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
	Excellent.

The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The keywords are appropriate.
	

	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
	Good

The background information is well-organised. However, the discussion would be further enhanced by incorporating a broader overview of the recent trends in antimicrobial resistance. 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent

The research objectives are clearly stated and easy to understand. 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The literature review is relevant and recent. However, the addition of a few more recent references will help strengthen the manuscript further. 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent

The research methodology is well-suited and appropriate to the study objectives. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA

Ethical issues do not apply to this study. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The results are presented clearly and logically. The tables effectively summarize the results. However, minor improvements in table formatting will help highlight the key trends. 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Good
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and essential for presenting the data. However, minor improvements in formatting or reducing redundancy could further boost their clarity.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 

The discussion clearly connects and compares the findings of the study with the existing literature. Logical explanations have been presented for any similarities or dissimilarities with the existing literature. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent

The conclusions are well supported by the data.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

Some limitations have been mentioned. However, a more explicit discussion of these would further strengthen the manuscript. 
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The references are relevant and sufficient. However, adding a few more recent references will further enhance the manuscript. 
	

	15. 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
	Good

The manuscript is well-written and clear to understand. However, minor grammatical and stylistic refinements could further enhance readability. Such as, some sentences are long and densely structured; breaking them into short sentences will make it easier to follow. 
Example:
“The strong activity of methanol extracts is consistent with the findings of Arijeniwa et al. (2022), who reported that ethanolic leaf extract of A. senegalensis inhibited S. aureus with a 22.00 mm zone at 100 mg/mL.”
Improved lines could be:
“The strong antibacterial activity observed for the methanol extracts agrees with earlier findings by Arijeniwa et al. (2022), who reported significant inhibition of S. aureus by an ethanolic leaf extract of A. senegalensis.”
Example 2:
“These results support the traditional use of Annona senegalensis for infectious diseases and justify further fractionation, cytotoxicity assessment, and investigation of synergy with standard antibiotics.”
Improved line could be:
“These findings support the traditional use of Annona senegalensis in treating infections and highlight the need for further studies, including compound isolation, toxicity evaluation, and possible synergy with standard antibiotics.”
	




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 appropriate. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and effectively outlines the aim of study. It provides the details about the methods used, summarizes the key findings and presents the main conclusions.  It provides the reader with a clear view of the work carried out and the results achieved. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript seems scientifically accurate. The methods employed are standard and suitable for the study, and the results are communicated and interpreted clearly and logically. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the reference list is sufficient and recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No, there are no ethical issues with this manuscript.
	






PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript may be accepted with minor revisions.
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