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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.


	This study presents phytochemical and biological investigation of Tragia furialis, a medicinal plant from Madagascar. The work is significant as it provides scientific validation for its traditional uses in treating respiratory and skin conditions. The isolation of three phenolic compounds, notably velutin and 1,2,3,4-tetragalloylglucoside reported for the first time in the Tragia genus, contributes valuable data to chemotaxonomy and natural product chemistry. Also, the demonstration of potent antioxidant and broad-spectrum antimicrobial activities highlights the plant's potential as a source of lead compounds for developing new phytomedicines or nutraceuticals, which is of great interest in the fields of ethnopharmacology and drug discovery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable. However, for greater precision, it should specify the plant part studied. 
I suggest "Chemical characterization and biological activities of leaf extracts from Tragia furialis Bojer (EUPHORBIACEAE)"
	

	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 phrase "showed a bactericidal effect against nine out of ten strains" is strong but is not directly supported by the data presented (MIC/MBC). Rephrase to "showed strong antibacterial activity against nine out of ten strains" or provide MBC data.

The listed compounds in the abstract are "velutin, quercetin, and 1,2,3,4-tetragalloylglucoside." Ensure this matches the text (where compound 4 is mentioned in isolation but not identified/discussed) and the conclusion (which lists three compounds). The numbering is inconsistent.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is sound, but several major issues must be addressed:
· The reported total phenolic content for the MeOH extract (962 ± 0.004 mg GAE/g extract) is exceptionally high, implying the extract is 96.2% phenolics by weight. This is physiochemically improbable for a crude extract and far exceeds typical literature values. The calibration equation (y=0.257x+0.003) and the described protocol must be re-checked. Possibly, the result is per gram of “dry plant material”, not per gram of “dry extract”. This fundamental metric must be verified and corrected.
· Reporting MIC values in "mg/mL" and concurrently in "μg/disc" is confusing and methodologically inconsistent. The agar diffusion method (using discs) provides inhibition zones, not direct MICs. MIC is typically determined by broth or agar dilution methods. The described method in 2.5.3 is a disc diffusion assay at different concentrations, from which an approximate MIC might be inferred, but it is not a standard MIC determination. Clarify the methodology. If it is a dilution method, state it clearly. The units "μg/disc" are not standard for MIC (which is μg/mL or mg/mL). Table 4 should report only mg/mL.

· The NMR data for the isolated compounds is insufficient for definitive identification. Only selected proton and carbon signals are listed. For  report of these compounds in the genus, full NMR assignments (¹H and ¹³C) should be provided as a table in the supplementary information. The current presentation is inadequate for peer verification.
· Section 2.2 describes two different extraction procedures (90% ethanol on 300g, then sequential on 500g). The rationale for using two different starting masses and the first ethanol extract (used for phytochemical screening) is unclear. How do the results from the sequential extracts relate to the initial ethanolic extract? This needs clarification.
· The precision of the error margins (e.g., 962 ± 0.004) is unrealistic for biological/biochemical assays and suggests a calculation or reporting error.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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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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( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
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