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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 the important issue of nasopharyngeal carriage of Klebsiella pneumoniae in a university community and explores the antibacterial potential of Mangifera indica leaf extracts as alternative antimicrobial agents. Given the global rise of antimicrobial resistance in K. pneumoniae, especially in community settings, studies focusing on plant-based antibacterial compounds are timely and relevant. The work contributes to ethnopharmacological knowledge and provides baseline data that may support future development of natural antimicrobial formulations. Overall, the study has public health relevance, particularly for low-resource settings where access to antibiotics is limited.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the content of the study.

However, it may be improved slightly for clarity and conciseness.
Suggested:

Antibacterial Activity of Mangifera indica Leaf Extracts against Nasopharyngeal Klebsiella pneumoniae Isolated from University Students
	

	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 clear and well structured, covering the background, aim, methods, results, and conclusion. However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

1-Specify the number of K. pneumoniae isolates tested.

2-Avoid repetition in the conclusion regarding therapeutic potential.

3-Correct minor grammatical issues (e.g., missing punctuation in the results sentence).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows standard microbiological procedures for bacterial isolation, identification, phytochemical screening, and antibacterial testing. The methodology is clearly described and appropriate for the study objectives. The results are logically presented and supported by tables.

However, the study would benefit from:

1-Clarification on ethical approval and informed consent for sample collection.

2-Inclusion of quantitative antibacterial assays (e.g., MIC/MBC) in future work, as acknowledged by the authors.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are relevant, sufficient, and include recent studies up to 2024. The authors appropriately cite literature on K. pneumoniae carriage, antimicrobial resistance, and the pharmacological properties of Mangifera indica. Reference formatting is largely consistent, though minor standardization may be needed.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. Nevertheless, there are minor grammatical errors, repetitions, and awkward phrasing, particularly in the Methods and Discussion sections. A careful language editing or professional proofreading is recommended to enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses an important public health topic with practical implications.

Figures are not included; adding a graphical representation of inhibition zones could improve data visualization.

The Discussion section is well referenced but could be slightly condensed to avoid repetition.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 detail)

Yes, ethical clarification is required.

The manuscript involves human sample collection (nasopharyngeal swabs from students), but there is no explicit statement regarding:

Ethical approval from an institutional review board (IRB), and

Informed consent from participants.

The authors should clearly state ethical approval details or confirm exemption, in accordance with international research ethics standards.

	


Reviewer details:

Farouk Hassan Farouk Hassan, Modern University For Technology and Information, Egypt

