Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	European Journal of Medicinal Plants 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_EJMP_135226

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	FT-IR analysis of Ultrasonic-assisted extracts of total alkaloid and total phenolic compounds from Uvaria chamae (Annonaceae) root bark and its biological effects.

	Type of the Article
	Research article


	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 study provides valuable insights into extraction techniques for obtaining bioactive compounds from Uvaria chamae with potential biological properties. The comparison between conventional and ultrasonic-assisted extraction methods offers important data for pharmaceutical researchers seeking sustainable approaches to natural product development.
	

	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.


	The abstract identifies Uvaria chamae as belonging to the family Asteraceae, but in the introduction (section 1), it's correctly identified as belonging to Annonaceae. This taxonomic inconsistency is a major error.


	

	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?


	Need to revise the manuscript before it is considered or publication
Language is poor, need to polish the language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major corrections

1.
The abstract identifies Uvaria chamae as belonging to the family Asteraceae, but in the introduction (section 1), it's correctly identified as belonging to Annonaceae. This taxonomic inconsistency is a major error.

2.
Throughout the manuscript, there's inconsistent reporting of statistical data. Some IC50 values include standard deviations (SD) while others don't. In Table 8, some SD values are missing and marked as "ND" without explanation.

3.
Section 2.2.1 mentions mechanical agitation extraction was performed "as in previous work" but doesn't properly detail the method or parameters-need justification for this?

4.
The Results section lacks subheadings that clearly correspond to the methods presented.

5.
Limited comparison with existing literature on extraction techniques specific to alkaloids

6.
Authors should provide discussion on the limitations of this study 

7.
Run-on sentences, particularly in the discussion section, revise this portion again

8.
The authors mentioned extraction methods but lacks sufficient detail in some areas for reproducibility and the alkaloid extraction procedure appears standard but could benefit from clearer validation. 

9.
The study lacks details on the number of replicates for some experiments.

Minor corrections

•
"useed" instead of "used" in the Methods section of the abstract

•
Inconsistent use of abbreviations (sometimes defining them, sometimes not)

•
Some in-text citations lack years, e.g., "Djilani et al." in section 2.2.2

•
Inconsistent citation format (sometimes with first names, sometimes with initials)

•
Inconsistent use of superscripts for units (mg/mL vs. mg·mL-1)

•
Subject-verb agreement problems in several sentences

•
Awkward phrasing such as "Hence the theme covered in this work" in section 1-change this.

•
Inconsistent formatting of chemical formulas (sometimes with proper subscripts, sometimes without) so correct this.

•
Inconsistent use of italics for variables in equations

•
Temperature conditions are mentioned for UAE but not consistently for conventional extraction

•
Details about the sourcing of parasite strains are incomplete

•
Some in-text citations include first names, others don't

•
Some citations include page numbers, others don't

•
Some abbreviations like "MS" and "US" in Table 8 are defined at the bottom of the table rather than when first used

•
Some abbreviations are never defined (like "AE" in "μgAE/g")

Serious Major revision required
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