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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.

	This manuscript evaluates the antioxidant potential of Melia azedarach and Vernonia amygdalina aqueous extracts using standard in vitro assays. The findings are important because oxidative stress is a major contributor to chronic diseases, and natural antioxidants are safer alternatives to synthetic compounds. The comparative approach between two ethno-medicinal plants adds value by providing baseline data for potential pharmaceutical and nutraceutical applications. The study will benefit researchers working in phytochemistry, pharmacology, and food science.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is clear, precise, and reflects the study focus.
	

	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 is well structured, presenting aim, methods, results, and conclusion. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is appropriate and based on standard protocols. Results support the conclusion, but some corrections are needed:
Harmonize IC50 values of ABTS assay between abstract and results.
Present results consistently (either IC50 values or % inhibition in all assays).
Adding a summary table of all IC50 values will improve clarity.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, relevant, and include recent literature (up to 2022). Adding a few post-2022 studies on natural antioxidants could further strengthen the background.

	

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

	The English is generally understandable but requires minor grammatical corrections.

	

	Optional/General comments

	Recommendation: Only minor revisions needed for clarity and polish.
Justification: Scientifically sound, relevant and well-written.
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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 details)
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