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	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
	


	PART  3: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS for this  REVISED manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this  REVISED manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept (8-10)

Revision required: (4-8)

Rejected: (0-4)
	Revision required (4)


Created by: EA
Checked by: ME
Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.5 (4th August, 2012)


