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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 adds to the growing evidence that under-utilised African medicinal plants particularly Lagenaria breviflora and Curculigo Pilosa contain potent antimicrobial secondary metabolites active against both bacterial and fungal pathogens. By providing comparative MIC/MBC data for three clinically relevant strains (including the notoriously resistant P. aeruginosa and C. albicans), the manuscript offers a rational basis for hit-to-lead optimisation in natural product drug discovery. The work also reinforces the need to bioprospect indigenous flora as a counter strategy to rising antimicrobial resistance, and provides a ready made extraction protocol that other researchers can replicate or scale up.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate, but it can be made more concise and informative.
Suggested alternative:
“Comparative Antimicrobial Activity of Lagenaria breviflora Whole Fruit and Curculigo pilosa Rhizome Extracts against Staphylococcus aureus, Pseudomonas aeruginosa and Candida albicans”
	

	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 covers aims, methods, key results and conclusion, but lacks:
• Brief mention of the extraction solvent and incubation conditions.
• Numerical MIC and MBC values (currently only qualitative statements).
• A one-sentence statement on study limitation (e.g., in vitro only).
Consider deleting the raw extract inhibition values in the abstract and replacing with the most clinically relevant MIC/MBC ranges to save space.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design follows standard microbiological protocols (CLSI guidelines implicitly), and statistical treatment (ANOVA, α = 0.05) is correctly applied. Minor clarifications needed:
• Specify whether Mueller–Hinton broth or cation-adjusted MHB was used in MIC tests.
• Clarify that zone diameters are reported in mm, while MIC/MBC are mg mL⁻¹ to avoid unit confusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes 
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but needs professional editing for grammar, article usage and sentence clarity (e.g., “…whole fruit of Lagenaria breviflora and rhizome of Curculigo pilosa, showed that both contained…” → “…showed that both extracts contained…”). A thorough proof-read by a native speaker or editing service is recommended before final submission.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Maria Ashraf, Hainan University (Chain), China

