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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant issue: the growing resistance of fungal pathogens and the need for alternative antifungal treatments. By focusing on Kalanchoe luciae, a plant traditionally used to treat ear infections in South Africa, the study contributes to ethnobotanical validation and provides a scientific basis for traditional knowledge. It also explores an under-researched plant species, offering a promising source of antifungal compounds. This work has potential translational value for phytopharmaceutical development and public health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Partially. The current title is overly sensational ("miraculous plant") and lacks scientific tone. I recommend: Suggested Title: “Antifungal Properties of Kalanchoe luciae: A Traditional South African Remedy for Ear Infections”
	

	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.

	Moderately. The abstract does contain aims, methods, results, and conclusions, but lacks clarity in study design and critical data. Suggestions:
· Clearly state the study design (e.g., in vitro experimental design using microdilution assay).
· Remove phrases like "miraculous plant".
· Include statistical findings (e.g., MIC ranges) in numerical form for stronger impact.
· Mention that no active compounds were detected via bioautography, which is a notable finding

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Generally yes, but several methodological and interpretative weaknesses need addressing:
· The bioautography yielded no active bands, yet the extracts were active in MIC assay. This contradiction is underexplored. Discuss possible compound volatility or instability more critically.
· The claim that young leaves are more effective should be supported by statistical analysis, which is lacking.
· There’s a critical inconsistency: the control drug (Amphotericin B) is reported to be inactive at 2.5 mg/ml. This contradicts widely accepted MIC standards for this agent. Either the strain was resistant (which must be discussed), or there was experimental error.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, references are sufficient and include both foundational and recent literature (2020–2024). However, a few more recent reviews on antifungal plant compounds or ear infection epidemiology could strengthen the introduction.
Suggested additions:
· WHO reports on antimicrobial resistance (2023).
· Recent review on antifungal agents from medicinal plants (e.g., Molecules 2022 special issue).

	

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

	No. There are multiple issues with grammar, sentence structure, redundancy, and inconsistent capitalization (e.g., "k. luciae", "acetone extract"). The manuscript must be thoroughly revised by a native or professional English editor familiar with scientific writing.
	

	Optional/General comments

	· The study’s scientific premise is commendable, but the manuscript lacks rigor in reporting. The results are not consistently backed with statistical analysis.
· Figures are referenced but poorly embedded and labeled (e.g., “igure 1”). Improve formatting and ensure all figures and tables are numbered, captioned, and discussed in the text.
· Use SI units consistently (e.g., µg/mL, not mg/ml when reporting low concentrations).
· Consider including chromatograms and MIC curves as supplementary material.
Justification: The manuscript has a sound scientific base and potential, but needs significant improvement in writing quality, scientific clarity, consistency of findings, and statistical reporting before it can be accepted for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)


	






Reviewer details:
Jekson martiar siahaan,m.biomed.,aifo-k, Indonesia

Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                             Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (05-12-2024)	
