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	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 a timely comparative analysis of phytochemical constituents and antibacterial efficacy in Rumex crispus and Verbascum chinense using standard methods, offering valuable data on solvent-extracted bioactivity against key pathogens amid rising antimicrobial resistance. The emphasis on ethanol extracts' superiority and the comprehensive qualitative screening strengthen its relevance to phytomedicine research in Indian biodiversity hotspots. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "A Comparative Assessment of the Phytochemical Profile and Antibacterial Efficacy of Rumex crispus L. and Verbascum chinense L.," is generally suitable as it accurately reflects the study's focus on comparing phytochemical screening and antibacterial activity (via agar well-diffusion) of ethanol, methanol, and hot water extracts from these two plants against E. coli and S. aureus. It incorporates key elements like the plants' scientific names, methods, and outcomes, aligning with standard conventions in phytochemistry and ethnobotany journals.
Alternate Title- "Comparative Phytochemical Screening and Antibacterial Activity of Ethanol Extracts from Rumex crispus L. and Verbascum chinense L. (Bilaspur, India)
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study's objectives, methods, results, and conclusions on phytochemical profiles and antibacterial activity. However, it could be more comprehensive by briefly stating the study's aim upfront, specifying extract concentrations used, and mentioning statistical significance of results (e.g., p-values). 
The abstract is concise but lacks an explicit statement of the research objective; add one sentence after the background for clarity. Include extract concentrations/doses and statistical comparisons (e.g., p<0.05) to strengthen result interpretation; delete redundant phrasing on "superior pharmaceutical potential. Ensure consistent plant nomenclature (V. chinense (L.) Sant.) throughout and move keywords to a separate line post-abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study provides a solid comparative analysis of two understudied wild plants from Chhattisgarh, confirming Rumex crispus's broader phytochemical profile and stronger antibacterial effects against E. coli and S. aureus via reliable qualitative and diffusion assays. However, methodological details like extract concentrations, exact statistical tests, and plant part uniformity need clarification to enhance reproducibility and rigor. Overall, results are credible and support ethno-medicinal validation, meriting minor revisions and acceptance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are a mix of recent (e.g., 2025 papers like Mandefro et al. and Zaman et al.) and older citations (e.g., pre-2020 like Harborne 1998, Pei 2001), making them generally sufficient for supporting the phytochemical and antibacterial claims on Rumex crispus L. and Verbascum chinense (L.) Sant.. However, they could be strengthened by adding 2025-2026 studies on ethanol extract efficacy against E. coli and S. aureus from Chhattisgarh or similar regions to enhance regional relevance and recency.
	

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


	The article's English is generally clear and comprehensible, with appropriate scientific terminology and structure suitable for scholarly communication, though minor inconsistencies in italics (e.g., "V chinense (L.). Sant." vs. "V. chinense") and occasional awkward phrasing (e.g., "R. crispus L. have been widely reported") slightly detract from polish.Grammatical errors, such as subject-verb agreement ("R. crispus L. have") and run-on sentences in the introduction, need correction for precision.

​

Overall, with proofreading, it meets basic standards for journal submission but would benefit from native-level editing to elevate professionalism
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