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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.


	The study provides a comparative analysis of two wild herbaceous plants from the Bilaspur district, focusing on their phytochemical diversity and antibacterial potential against Escherichia coli and Staphylococcus aureus. R. crispus contains a more comprehensive range of metabolites—specifically including alkaloids and steroids that are missing in V. chinense and thus validates its utility as a candidate for further isolation of antimicrobial compounds.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the tittle is well suited to the manuscript.
	

	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 of the article is quite detailed, effectively summarising the framework, methods, results, and conclusion of the research.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and follows established research protocols for ethnobotanical and pharmacological studies. It identifies R. crispus can be superior candidate for drug discovery further pharmaceutical evaluation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references cited in this manuscript are sufficient and recent. the  latest citied paper was published in 2025.
	

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


	The quality of language is well suited for the scholarly communication although it contains some grammatically  errors. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study provides a comparative analysis of two wild herbaceous plants from the Bilaspur district, focusing on their phytochemical diversity and antibacterial potential but it needs some improvement which should be included in the manuscript:
1. The manuscript results are only relied upon the qualitative data. It should also include the quantitative data also.  
2. The manuscript lacks formal comparative statistics (such as a t-test or ANOVA) to confirm if the differences in inhibition zones between R. crispus and V. chinense are statistically significant.
3. It stated the zones of inhibition (mm) but did not determine the Minimum Inhibitory Concentration (MIC) values are for determining the lowest concentration of an extract required to inhibit visible growth.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there is no any ethical issues in the manuscript
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