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	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 presented work is carried out in the direction of research relevant to humanity on the identification of natural substitutes for synthetic anti-inflammatory drugs that cause numerous unwanted side effects. The article contains the results of experimental research conducted using modern methods. The authors obtained results that open up prospects for the use of tested plant extracts for the development of medicinal products.
	

	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.


	I suggest to add: 
At doses of 50, 100, and 200 mg/kg bw the extract exhibited significant anti-inflammatory activity in the in vivo animal models of carrageenan-induced oedema with no significant difference (P = .05) with respect to standard diclofenac.

The extract, therefore, comes as a good natural resource for the development of biobased alternative to some anti-inflammatory medications which are usually synthetic.

I suggest to exclude: 

Such as indomethacin, ibuprofen and diclofenac, many of which have been associated with some serious adverse side effects (Because conclusion must be based on the own research only) 

Key words: extract, microorganisms. oxidative stress, albumin denaturation, cell membrane stabilization.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The introduction and the experiment have a satisfactory scientific level with some remarks: 

…analgesic, anti-malarial, anti-diabetic, anticancer, and insecticidal activities as well as promoting gastric emptying and intestinal motility (Kwofie et al., 2016; Nweze, 2012; Yeo et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2015). (The link should be aligned with the indicated diseases).
2.2.2. Extraction and fractionation:
It should be explained for what purpose the methanol extract obtained by maceration was then fractionated with different solvents to obtain the methanol fraction as a result.
2.2.4. Evaluation of …

A total of 25 Wister (Wistar) rats

2.2.5.2. Evaluation of …
… inhibition of hamolysis (hemolysis)

2.2.6. Evaluation of …
The experiment was performed in triplicate (It must be noted in 2.2.7. Statistical Analysis)/
3.1. Phytochemical analysis …

… presence of Damnacanthal, Catechin, 1,8-cineole and p-cymene in the M. lucida (It is necessary to specify the extractant, since it has a significant effect on the composition of the extracted phytocompounds)

3.2. Anti-inflammatory activity …
Fig. 1. does not indicate significant inhibition; a comparative analysis of the anti-inflammatory activity of the extract and diclofenac is lacking, as well as a comparison of the obtained data with the results of other authors.

3.3. Effect of extract fractions…(Correct, since the authors studied only the methanol fraction).

Fig.2. For a correct assessment of the anti-hemolytic efficiency of the test extract, a comparison of the obtained data with the results of other authors is required

Generally, the discussion of the obtained results requires additions and comparisons with data from literary sources.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references needs to be supplemented with newer sources.
Newbould (1963). (Recent references are available, e.g, Pervez et al., 2021. https://doi.org/10.2174/1874467213666201204153045).

(Serhan et al., 2007) (Recent references are available, e.g,, Naser et al, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1002/ccr3.3988).
	

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


	Suitable but not excellent
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors have done quite a lot of experimental work and obtained significant results. However, the significance of the results is not clearly presented in the article. The manuscript needs revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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