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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 is relevant to the scientific community as it integrates antimicrobial assays, phytochemical profiling, and in-silico molecular docking to evaluate Azadirachta indica against multidrug-resistant clinical isolates. The study contributes valuable evidence supporting plant-based alternatives for managing antimicrobial resistance.

	

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

	The title is appropriate and reflects the study scope. A minor refinement for clarity could be:
“Antimicrobial Activity and In-Silico Molecular Docking Analysis of Azadirachta indica (Neem) Leaf Extracts 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 comprehensive and includes objectives, methodology, major findings, and conclusions. However, it is overly lengthy and could be improved by:
· Reducing methodological detail (e.g., specific software names and statistical tests)
· Clarifying the link between G6PD deficiency and antimicrobial assessment, which is currently underemphasized
· Avoiding repetition of results (e.g., inhibition zones and binding energies)
A more concise abstract would enhance readability and journal compliance.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and the experimental design is appropriate for the stated objectives. Standard microbiological methods (agar well diffusion, MIC, MBC, growth kinetics) and accepted analytical techniques (GC–MS, FTIR, molecular docking) were correctly applied. The results are logically presented and adequately supported by figures and tables. Minor issues include occasional inconsistencies in units (mm vs mg/ml) and typographical errors in species names, which should be corrected.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are adequate, relevant, and largely recent, with several citations from 2020–2024. The inclusion of WHO and CLSI guidelines strengthens methodological credibility. A minor improvement would be to include more recent (2023–2024) molecular docking or antimicrobial resistance reviews to further contextualize the computational findings.
	

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

	

The language is generally understandable, but the manuscript would benefit from professional English editing. Issues include:
· Grammatical errors
· Long and repetitive sentences
· Inconsistent scientific terminology
Improving language quality will significantly enhance clarity and scholarly presentation.



	

	Optional/General comments

	


with minor revision suggested
	




	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 ethical issues were identified.
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