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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.


	The importance of this research paper lies in opening up significant horizons in the field of non-traditional treatments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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.


	Review notes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Notes:

1- The abstract of the research paper did not contain many results.

2- The appearance of numbers in the introduction (Bhorginand Uma, 2014)6 was not explained by the researcher. Is it a printing error, or something else?

3- In the introduction, the researcher used a single source for much of the information (Vasanthi et al., 2013).

4- The researcher did not mention other studies on the research topic.

5- What is the reason for the researcher using only one bacterium in the test?

6- The method for determining antibacterial activity was not referenced to any scientific source.

7- The term RPM is outdated.

8- The method for preparing the abstract is unclear and should be rephrased scientifically.

9- The method for preparing the GC-MS analysis was unclear and lacked a scientific source. 10. Does the analysis used in the research have any scientific basis?

11. How were the biological activity of the substances identified using GC-MS analysis determined?

12. The research lacked a conclusion and recommendations.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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
	


Reviewer details:

Hussein L. Algboory, Iraq

