Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JABB_136230

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Comparative Determination Polyphenolic, Flavonoid, Antioxidant Activity of Artemisia & Acorus Calamus

	Type of the 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 manuscript explores the comparative phytochemical composition and antioxidant potential of Artemisia and Acorus calamus, two medicinal plants widely used in traditional medicine but insufficiently characterized in a comparative context. The study contributes to development of natural antioxidants, which are of increasing interest due to concerns over the safety and efficacy of synthetic alternatives. By quantifying total polyphenolic and flavonoid content and DPPH radical scavenging activity, the work provides baseline data for future pharmacological, nutraceutical, or formulation studies. However, the impact of this study is limited by serious methodological and statistical issues that need to be corrected before the findings can be considered reliable.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title requires revision for grammatical accuracy and scientific clarity. A more appropriate title would be: "Quantitative Assessment of Polyphenols, Flavonoids, and Antioxidant Activity in Ethanol Extracts of Artemisia spp. and Acorus calamus from Kashmir."
Latin names such as Artemisia and Acorus calamus must be italicized throughout the manuscript. Additionally, the genus name should be capitalized, while the species name should remain lowercase (e.g., Acorus calamus). After the first full mention, abbreviated forms like A. calamus may be used consistently.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study and includes key elements such as objectives, methods, main results, and conclusion. However, it can be improved in the following ways: clarify the species of Artemisia, add brief methodological detail such as the specific method used for antioxidant activity determination (DPPH assay), mention the type of assay used for quantification of polyphenols and flavonoids as well (Folin–Ciocalteu, aluminum chloride), avoid undefined abbreviations (DPPH).
Suggested deletion: The term “etc.” in the keyword list is inappropriate and should be removed.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It is unclear which species of Artemisia was analyzed in this study. Since the genus comprises hundred species with diverse and distinct phytochemical profile, this omission compromises the scientific validity and reproducibility of the results. It is recommended that the authors consult a botanist or taxonomist to correctly identify the specific Artemisia species used in this research. Statistical analysis is missing - no standard deviations, error bars, or statistical tests are reported. This omission prevents proper evaluation of the reliability and significance of the results. The DPPH scavenging values reported for Artemisia exceed 100%, which is not plausible under standard assay conditions and suggests errors in calculation or interpretation. Overstated conclusions - claims regarding pharmaceutical potential are not fully supported by the presented data, which are limited to in vitro colorimetric assays. There is no need to include both full data tables and corresponding graphs that present the exact same values. All figures should have clearly labeled axes, including appropriate titles and units of measurement for both the x-axis and y-axis. This is essential for accurate interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant and include several sources. Some references appear more than once in the list (e.g., Ferreira et al., 2010 is cited twice), which should be corrected. 
	

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


	The english language quality is below the standard expected. A grammatical and stylistic revision by a professional editor is strongly recommended.
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