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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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic in the field of infectious diseases and antimicrobial research, particularly with its focus on Staphylococcus aureus infection in diabetic foot ulcers a serious and growing health burden, especially in low-resource settings. The study's scientific contribution lies in its exploration of a traditionally used medicinal plant, Uvaria chamae, and demonstrates its antibacterial potential, including MIC/MBC findings against clinically isolated S. aureus. This aligns with current interest in validating ethnopharmacological treatments and the development of plant-derived bioactive compounds. Despite some limitations in reporting and structure, the study offers practical value and warrants revision for clarity and scientific rigor.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is somewhat unclear and could be improved for scientific accuracy and readability. In particular, the use of the term “volarize” is uncommon in scientific writing and may confuse readers. It is recommended to revise the title for clarity and precision.
Suggested alternative title:

“Antibacterial Activity of Uvaria chamae Root Extract Against Staphylococcus aureus Isolated from Diabetic Foot Ulcers”


	

	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 is informative, but could be more concise and structured, especially in separating background, aim, methods, results, and conclusion.
Suggested improvements:

· Rephrase long sentences for clarity.

· Include the sample size and key methodological steps.

· Mention the significance of MIC/MBC results.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is based on standard microbiological techniques and confirms identity of S. aureus using biochemical and molecular methods. The phytochemical screening and GC-MS analysis are well-presented.
Areas needing improvement:

· Clarify sample size and recruitment strategy in Methods.

· Add more detail regarding controls in antimicrobial assessment.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but a littlebit old (2010–2017).
Suggestions:

· Add at least 2–3 recent citations (last 5 years), especially on phytomedicine and diabetic wound infections.

· Standardize the reference formatting (minor typos and style inconsistencies noted).


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language and grammatical revision to improve clarity, remove redundancies, and ensure academic tone throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The Discussion section could be better linked to global DFU microbial profiles and plant-based antimicrobial research.

· Highlight limitations of the study (e.g., small sample size, focus on a single organism).

· Figures or diagrams summarizing Uvaria extract activity could 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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