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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.
	Scientific evidence for the traditional use of Annona senegalensis Pers. in treating respiratory infection Methanol extracts, particularly from stem-bark are the most efficacious against bacterial pathogens. It identifies phytol and phthalic acid as the major compounds accountable for the antibacterial impact. It demonstrates that it can suppress killing pathogenic such as S. pneumoniae and K. pneumoniae with the help of this plant in numberless way. It lays the groundwork for creating new, natural antibiotics to tackle antibiotic
resistance
	



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
	5
Antibacterial Activity, Phytochemical Screening, and GC MS Profiling of Annona senegalensis Leaf and Stem Bark Extracts Against Selected Bacterial Pathogens
	

	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
	5
Well of course the abstract is a great and thorough outline, just highly organized. It is presented in the typical scientific structure (IMRaD: Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) and provides all the
key information a researcher requires to understand the study at a glance.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the keyword you have given are highly relevant, well-thought-out and effective to index and search.
	

	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
	
	

	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
	5
Yes, the background information in this research paper is almost enough and well structured professionally based on international academic criteria. The IMRaD format (Introduction, Methodology, Results and Discussion) exists here without mismatches or break
points.
	

	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
	4
This is a good manuscript in general, but you should work on the following points to improve its scientific quality.
Bacteriostatic Effect: Explain that extracts are mostly bacteriostatic with high MBC/MIC ratio.
Specifically for GC-MS percentage calculations: excluding silicon contaminants (artifacts) from the final results
Safety: State,Secifically insist on the need of toxicology studies at the end.
Visual: Create charts/graphs to make it easier to compare the antibacterial results
	

	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
	4
For statistical analyses, please indicate the statistical software package and version used (e.g., SPSS or
GraphPad Prism) as well as any specific tests performed to verify data accuracy.
	

	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
	4
The authors were right to deal with guidelines of botanical ethics by depositing a voucher specimen in a relevant herbarium.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The results are concise in table form, but adding such graphs/charts would improve visual comparison/reading of the antibacterial activity of the described molecules as well.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
Yes, I want to discuss the results in light of previous 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
	5
Yes, the data in the study strongly and directly supports the conclusions.
	

	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
	3
There is no separate formal "Limitations" section at the study. Briefly mentioned:
Contamination from Laboratory: Siloxane artifacts detected by GC-MS.
Bacteriostatic Action: Instead of killing bacteria, it inhibits its growth which is not appropriately for patients with weak immune systems.
Critical Omissions:
No Toxicity Tests: Safety was not confirmed for human cells.
IV Only: Lab results may not correlate with the human body.
Limited sample size: Only three standard strains of bacteria were studied.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
	4
Yes, the references are closely related to the subject of the study, and, in terms of number, they are sufficient to cover the basic aspects, though relatively limited.
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	N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	5
Yes, the manuscript is written in a scientific language, and it is clear and very organized.
	




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
	

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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