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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.

	This manuscript is scientifically relevant as it contributes to the growing body of knowledge on the medicinal values of Catharanthus roseus (L). The outcome of the research provided additional data on the secondary metabolites available in C. roseus and the potential antimicrobial effects of the extract. The results obtained provide preliminary information essential for future research on C. roseus.

	
 

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

	Title is suitable.
	

	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 has grammatical errors and should be formatted to meet Journal standard. The solvent of extraction is worth mentioning in the abstract.
Suggestions:
Rephrase sentences to meet Journal standard
Indicate the solvent used for extraction
Application of Catharanthus roseus it used treatment of asthma, blood pressure, manstruation cycle, malaria etc.
This should be written as:Catharanthus roseus is utilized in traditional medicine for treating conditions such as asthma, hypertension, menstrual disorders, malaria, and other ailments.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Extraction done with ethanol in the method session but results section shows angtimicrobial test for methanol and water extract. Can the authors give clarity on the solvent used for extraction?
The solvent of extraction should be stated for clarity and scientific rigor
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Refrence list should be updated with recent studies, post 2018 preferably and remove outdated references
Wrong: This “Cragg G.M. and Newman D.J.(2005). Plants as a source of anti-cancer agents. Ethnopharmacol. 100: 72-79.” is an outdated reference and should be replaced with recent studies.

Wrong: Satish et al was based on Xanthomonas campestris but authors wrongly stated Aspergilus. Satish should be replaced with appropriate reference.
	

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

	
The quality of english used is not standard for scholarly communication
Wrong: The strongest inhibition activity of the leaf extract was observed against B. subtilis, (20mm zone), by E. coli, which show minimum 13 mm zone of inhibition (Fig. 3)
Correct expression: The leaf extract exhibited the strongest antimicrobial activity against Bacillus subtilis with a 20 mm zone of inhibition, while Escherichia coli showed the least activity with a 13 mm zone of inhibition (Fig. 3).




	


	Optional/General comments

	

The manuscript needs a  major review with respect to the choice of solvent used  in extraction to align with data and interpretation given in result session to meet appropriate scientific rigor and editorial standard. Additionally, it should be formatted with the right grammatical construction to enhance clarity and readability. 

The conclusion does not include key findings, namely microorganisms inhibited and key phytoconstituents found in the extract.

Methodology Ethanol, water and methanol were used for extraction
Results: data showed that ethanol, aqueous and methanol extract inhibited microbial growth

Revise the conclusion to summarize the key results (e.g., strongest inhibition against B. subtilis and A. sydowi, presence of alkaloids and terpenoids) and their implications for antimicrobial drug development.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	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)
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