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	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	1 & 2: Phytochemical screening only on crude extract
It is acceptable in principle to perform preliminary phytochemical screening only on the crude extract.

But, once the authors choose to fractionate and then test biological activities on fractions, it becomes scientifically inconsistent not to characterize those fractions at least qualitatively.

Saying “they are already detected in the crude extract” does not justify omitting fraction level confirmation, especially when activity differs between fractions.
3: Total phenolic content only for DCM and methanol
Phenolics are generally polar, but:

a) Ethyl acetate often contains substantial phenolics.

b) Crude ethanol extract is also phenolic rich and it was not quantified.

This is selective reporting by the authors, unless:

There is a clear explaination why ethyl acetate and ethanol were excluded before experimentation.
4: DPPH only on ethanolic/methanolic extracts
If extract selection is based on qualitative pre-screening, then:

That screening must be reported in the manuscript.
5. 5 & 6: Antibacterial assays inconsistently applied
Unreported negative data is still data and must be shown (even as “no activity”).

“See excel results” is not a scientific response.
7: IC₅₀ discrepancy in DPPH assay
In the manuscript, the stated concentration range (up to mg/mL) is inconsistent with the reported IC₅₀ value of 10 µg/mL, which lies outside the explicitly reported tested range. Without a clear description of final reaction concentrations, the IC₅₀ value appears mathematically unjustified to the reader.
While the authors’ mathematical explanation is correct in principle, the DPPH methodology and IC₅₀ reporting in the manuscript are insufficiently described, internally inconsistent, and non-reproducible. The issue cannot be considered resolved without substantial revision of the Methods and Results sections.
8: Aberrant MIC / disc concentration values
The issue is not just units, but:

a) Logical inconsistency between disc loading (250 µg/disc)

b) And reported MIC values (15,125 µg/disc)

Simply removing µg/disc does not fix the error, it hides it. This suggests a fundamental misunderstanding of disc diffusion vs MIC concepts

	1.  Our aim is only to evaluate the chemical families likely to be present in the leaves, which can assist us in interpreting the spectra. However, the biological activities evaluated help us choose which extract to fractionate.
3.The quantitative results of all extracts are presented in the table. Based on the attached analysis results 
Concentration en µg/mL

solution

1ère lecture

2ème lecture

3ème lecture

Moyenne des CC

Ci  en µg/mL

TEAG en mg/g ES

Hexane (Tragia)

0.012

0.015

0.013

0.014

0.5

1.4

DCM (Tragia)

0.014

0.026

0.020 

0.020

0.5

2.0
AcOEt (Tragia)

0.103

0.103

0.103

0.103

0.5

10.3

Methanol (Tragia)

0.481

0.480

0.482

0.481

0.5
48.1

All results are shown in the article.
4-  The qualitative antioxidant test (Bioautography) used to select the extract for IC50 evaluation is already presented in the manuscript. We did not use phytochemical screening to choose the extract for IC50 evaluation.
5-and 6 All results are shown in the article.
 7-Using the method : Serial concentrations of the extract, ranging from 1 mg/mL to 0.0625 mg/mL, were then prepared. In dry tubes, 200 μL of each extract concentration was mixed with 3800 μL of the 4.5% DPPH solution. Blanks, containing 3800 μL of the 4.5% DPPH solution and 200 μL of methanol, were also prepared.

The concentrations initials Ci prepared in series and tested are 1mg/mL to 0.0625 mg/mL, but the final concentrations tested are not these values given the protocols used ( variation volume) using the formula CiVi=CfVf with Vf= 4000 μL =4 mL

Vi=200 μL=0.2 mL with Ci =1mg/mL= 1000 μL….

Ci=0.0625 mg/mL

And Cf  are calculated with excel and converted  1mg=1000 µg

Initial concentration Ci mg/ml

Final concentration tested Cf µg/ml

1

50

0,5

25

0,25

12,5

0,125

6,25

0,0625

3,125

The real value 1mg/mL no 2mg/mL
The actual concentrations tested were from 50 μg/mL to 3.125 μg/mL, and these have already been included in the methods section. The IC50 value of 10 μg/mL falls within this range.
8-The MIC (Minimum Inhibitory Concentration) is the lowest concentration of extract that inhibits all visible growth after 24 hours of incubation. We first tested an extract with a concentration of 50 mg/mL, and starting from this concentration, we determined the MIC of the extract for each bacterium. We began with a concentration of 50 mg/mL to determine the inhibition zones. A cascade dilution of this stock solution allowed us to find the minimum concentration that inhibits bacterial formation after testing.

Previously, we used the following relationship to convert the concentration to mass per disc. For example, to convert 50 mg/mL to μg/disc:  

1 mL contains 50 mg, and if we tested 5 μL, we obtain (5 × 50 / 1000) = 0.25 mg/disc or 250 μg/disc. The same method was applied to convert other concentrations to μg/disc. To avoid ambiguity in the results, we removed the results in μg/disc and now directly use the tested concentrations.
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