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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 (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 valuable evidence-based insights into the complex interactions between medicinal plant extracts and conventional antibiotics, particularly against resilient Gram-negative pathogens like Serratia marcescens and Pseudomonas aeruginosa. By systematically documenting antagonistic rather than synergistic effects, it underscores the importance of rigorous empirical testing before adopting plant–antibiotic combinations in therapeutic strategies. The study serves as a cautionary resource, encouraging more nuanced research into phytochemical-antibiotic compatibility and helping to steer future investigations toward purified compounds and mechanistic analyses. Ultimately, it contributes to a more disciplined and evidence-informed approach in the global effort to combat antimicrobial resistance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The original title is perfectly functional and appropriate.
	

	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 comprehensively written and effectively summarizes the study's purpose, methods, key results, and conclusion. It follows the standard IMRaD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) structure for an abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct within the scope of a preliminary, diffusion-based screening study. Its methods are standard, its results are presented transparently, and its conclusions are carefully drawn from the data. The authors demonstrate scientific integrity by clearly stating the study's limitations and outlining the necessary, more rigorous experiments to build upon these initial findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript is well-supported by current literature.

Pang, Z., Raudonis, R., Glick, B. R., Lin, T. J., & Cheng, Z. (2019). Antibiotic resistance in Pseudomonas aeruginosa: mechanisms and alternative therapeutic strategies. Biotechnology Advances, 37(1), 177-192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2018.11.013 

	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, professional, and follows the formal conventions of scientific writing. The manuscript is well-written and communicates its science effectively.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-executed and valuable study, particularly notable for its rigorous investigation of negative results. In a field often biased toward reporting only synergistic interactions, your clear documentation of antagonistic and indifferent effects provides crucial data that can prevent wasted research efforts and unsafe therapeutic assumptions. This represents a significant contribution to the literature.

To further strengthen the work, consider enhancing the narrative impact in the Discussion and Conclusion. While the results are clearly stated, you could more forcefully articulate the "take-home" message: that the assumed strategy of combining medicinal plant extracts with antibiotics is not universally beneficial and, without prior testing, carries a tangible risk of reducing antibiotic efficacy. Framing your findings as a necessary corrective to the over-optimistic synergy narrative would underscore their importance.

Additionally, a minor yet impactful suggestion would be to include a brief limitations statement in the Discussion (not just the Future Scope). Explicitly stating that the agar diffusion assay is a preliminary screen and that quantitative methods are required for definitive interaction classification would preempt reviewer questions and further demonstrate methodological rigor.

Reviewer’s comment

This is a well-designed, carefully executed, and clearly presented study that makes a valuable contribution to the field of antimicrobial resistance research. Its principal strength lies in its honest reporting of negative and antagonistic interactions between plant extracts and antibiotics—an important and often underreported outcome. The manuscript is suitable for publication pending minor revisions.

1. Relevant and Timely Topic: The study addresses the urgent global challenge of antimicrobial resistance (AMR) by exploring alternative strategies, aligning with current scientific priorities.

2. Rigorous Methodology: The use of standard methods (agar well diffusion, McFarland standardization) ensures reliability and reproducibility. Controls are appropriately included.

3. Clear, Honest Reporting: The results are presented transparently, including cases of resistance and antagonism, avoiding overinterpretation.

4. Strong Scholarly Foundation: The introduction and discussion are well-referenced with recent and relevant literature, demonstrating a good understanding of the field.

5. Forward-Looking Conclusion: The “Future Scope” section thoughtfully outlines necessary next steps, showing scientific maturity and awareness of the study’s limitations.

Recommendations for Revision:

1. Title Consideration:
The current title is accurate. However, consider the more impactful alternative:
“Antagonistic Interactions Between Medicinal Plant Extracts and Antibiotics Against Resistant Gram-Negative Pathogens”
2. Abstract Enhancement:

· Specify extract type: e.g., “Aqueous crude extracts.”

· Explicitly state the lack of synergy as a key finding.

· Strengthen the final sentence to emphasize the cautionary implication for therapy.

3. Scientific & Methodological Refinements:

· Table 1: Correct the typo “S. marcescns” → “S. marcescens”.

· Methods: Clarify the number of experimental replicates and consider adding a brief note on statistical analysis (if performed).

· Discussion: Briefly state the study’s main limitation—that agar diffusion is a preliminary screen and that quantitative MIC/FIC methods are needed for definitive interaction classification—within the main discussion, not only in the “Future Scope.”

4. Language Polishing:
Perform a careful proofread to smooth minor grammatical wrinkles and ensure consistent italicization of Latin binomials throughout.

5. Optional Reference Addition:
Consider adding 1–2 references discussing:

· The prevalence of indifferent/antagonistic outcomes in synergy research.

· Standard quantitative methods (e.g., checkerboard/FIC index) to strengthen the “Future Scope.”

Overall Recommendation:

Accept with Minor Revisions.

The manuscript presents scientifically sound,

The suggested revisions are largely superficial and will further sharpen an already strong submission. This work serves as an important reminder of the necessity for evidence-based evaluation of plant–antibiotic combinations and provides a solid foundation for more advanced mechanistic studies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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