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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 holds significant scientific, medical and social importance for combating antibiotic resistance, utilization of agricultural waste, natural and safer therapeutic options and scientific validatrion of traditional medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No it is too older one.
Comparative analysis of Methanolic and ethanolic peel extract of momordica charantia for Antimicrobial activity against Escherichia ecoli.
	

	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.


	Yes abstract of the article comprehensive and good. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes scientifically correct and good.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Not at all, refrences are too limited and few.
	

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


	Yes language is too good.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1 Appropriateness of the research topic: up to the mark and suit the applied aspect of the related study.
2. Abstract: this section is adequate. Add the importance and aim of study at the end of this section.
3. Introduction: this section is too good. Few typo errors need correction through care full proofreading.
4. Materials and Methods: Adequate experimental details of the study have not been provided in the materials and method section. 
5. Results The results have not been logically presented and explained in detail. 

6. Discussion: Discussion portion is too weak,and too short Make this section stronger by adding latest references.
7. References: Not enough and Suggestion of proofreading of references given in the review chapter with the references given at the end.
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	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 details)
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