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	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 present manuscript has tried to extract, characterize and report an extension of chemical diversity of phytochemicals within the genus Tragia. 

Besides, the manuscript also reports the first isolation of three phenolic compounds within the Tragia furialis Bojer leaf crude extracts.

Moreover, the manuscript also reports biological activity of the crude extracts derived from Tragia furialis Bojer leaves via its antimicrobial properties and antioxidant activity. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No. The manuscript is not scientifically correct.

1) The authors have begun extraction of leaves with maceration using 90 % ethanol followed by successive polarity dependent chemical constituent separation using hexane, dichloromethane, ethyl acetate and methanol.
2) However, the phytochemical analysis is performed only for the initial 90 % ethanolic extracts. Why hasn’t there been a phytochemical analysis of all the solvent separated fractions.

3) Similarly, the total phenolic compounds estimation is only reported for dichloromethane and methanol. How about other solvents.

4) Likewise, the DPPH assay is estimated for ethanolic and methanolic extracts. Why not with other solvents?

5) Additionally, the antibacterial activities through disc assays are performed with dichloromethane and methanol extracts. What about the activity of the remaining solvent extracts?

6) Further, the antibacterial activities through agar diffusion reports only for methanolic extract. How about other solvent extract assays? Unless the authors perform the disc analysis with all solvents, how are they sure that these solvent extracts will give a diameter less than 7 to skip the diffusion assay.
Either authors should follow a uniform pattern by using all solvent separate fractions for all the analysis, which is scientifically correct or in turn state the explanations for not following such a pattern.

7) The IC50 reported for DPPH is 10 µg/mL. However, the serial dilutions are performed ranging from 2 mg/mL to 0.125 mg/mL. How these serially diluted fractions resulted in 10 µg/mL value? There is a 1000-fold difference in the dilution front between both.

8) The authors report an aberrant MIC value for methanolic disc, “3,125 mg/mL or 15,125 µg/disc) against Salmonella typhimurium, Listeria monocytogenes, Yersinia enterocolitica, Enterococcus faecalis, and Staphylococcus aureus”. As per the methodology section the range of dilutions for agar diffusion is “25, 12.5, 6.25, and 3.125 mg/mL” and the disc concentration is just 250 µg/disc. How has the authors arrived at such an extremely different value. 

	

	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?


	It needs further refinement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, I would assign merit to the authors for reporting diversity in chemical constituents in the studied plant leaves of Tragia furialis. Also appreciate their effort to deduce the presence of two compounds for the first time in the genus Tragia. 
However, the biological activities are marred by various discrepancies as mentioned above. The biological activities reporting should be strengthened more to obtain a valid scientific merit. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No. 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No. 
The reviewer has not performed any plagiarism check from this end. 
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	6.8
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