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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 provides integrated experimental and in-silico evidence supporting Azadirachta indica as a scientifically credible antimicrobial agent against multidrug-resistant pathogens. By combining susceptibility testing, phytochemical profiling, growth kinetics, and molecular docking, it bridges traditional medicinal use with mechanistic validation. The findings are particularly relevant for regions burdened by antimicrobial resistance and limited access to new therapeutics, offering a rational basis for plant-derived alternatives. Overall, the study strengthens translational efforts toward sustainable, evidence-based antimicrobial discovery
	

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

	Suggested alternative: Integrated Antimicrobial and Molecular Docking Evaluation of Azadirachta indica Against Multidrug-Resistant Clinical Isolates
	

	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 generally comprehensive and covers the objectives, methods, and key findings, but it is overly long and method-heavy for an abstract. It would benefit from reducing detailed methodological descriptions such as specific analytical techniques and statistical tests, which can be moved to the Methods section. The biological context linking multidrug resistance and the practical significance of neem as an alternative antimicrobial should be stated more clearly and earlier. Additionally, the abstract should end with a sharper concluding sentence that explicitly highlights the study’s novelty and its contribution to antimicrobial discovery, rather than restating general therapeutic importance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound in its overall approach, and the experimental–computational framework is appropriate for evaluating antimicrobial potential. However, there are some scientific weaknesses that should be addressed to strengthen rigor: certain inhibition zone values and units appear inconsistent or unrealistically small and should be carefully verified; the linkage between G6PD deficiency, malaria co-infection, and the presented antimicrobial assays is not experimentally demonstrated and currently reads as contextual rather than mechanistic; and the molecular docking results are overinterpreted without experimental target validation. Clarifying these points, tightening quantitative accuracy, and tempering causal claims would improve the manuscript’s scientific correctness and credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent sources from 2020–2024, which supports the relevance of the study. However, the manuscript would benefit from adding a few high-impact, recent reviews or experimental papers from leading journals that specifically address plant-derived antimicrobials against multidrug-resistant pathogens and best practices for validating in-silico docking with experimental data. Including one or two authoritative WHO or clinical antimicrobial resistance framework papers, as well as recent IJHMT- or Frontiers-level studies on phytochemical antimicrobial mechanisms, would further strengthen the reference base and position the work more firmly within current global research efforts.

In addition, the reference “Nematicidal Activity of Methanolic Extracts of Leaf, Stem Bark, and Root of Azadirachta indica (Neem) Against Haemonchus contortus” by Balarabe-Musa et al DOI- https://doi.org/10.47191/ijpbms/v2-i6-04  is recommended, as it further supports the broad bioactivity of neem extracts and strengthens the evidence base for their antiparasitic and antimicrobial relevance.
	

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

	
The language and English quality are not yet suitable for scholarly communication in their current form. While the scientific intent is clear, the manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense usage, and repetition that reduce clarity and professionalism. Several sentences are overly long, loosely structured, or imprecise in word choice, which obscures key scientific points. A thorough professional language edit is strongly recommended to improve clarity, coherence, and alignment with the standards of international peer-reviewed journals.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript addresses an important and timely problem and combines experimental antimicrobial assays with phytochemical and computational analyses, which is a strength. However, the work would benefit from tighter focus, clearer alignment between the stated biological context and the experiments performed, and more restrained interpretation of in-silico results. Improving quantitative consistency, refining the narrative flow, and strengthening language quality will substantially enhance the manuscript’s credibility and impact. With careful revision, the study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature on plant-derived antimicrobials.


The manuscript addresses a relevant scientific problem and employs appropriate experimental and computational approaches, but it requires substantial improvement in language quality, quantitative consistency, focus, and interpretation of results.


	





	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)

No major ethical issues are evident in the manuscript. The study involves plant materials and previously obtained clinical isolates, with no direct involvement of human participants or animal experimentation requiring ethical approval. However, it would be appropriate to explicitly state that ethical clearance was obtained for the use of clinical isolates or that such approval was not required under institutional guidelines, to ensure full transparency and compliance with standard publishing practices.
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