Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Biology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJOB_153246

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Soxhlet Extraction and Quantification of Gallic Acid and Quercetin from Moringa oleifera Leaves by HPLC

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides clear scientific evidence of the phytochemical richness and antioxidant potential of Moringa oleifera leaves. The study applies Soxhlet extraction combined with TPC, TFC, and HPLC analysis to ensure accurate identification and quantification of gallic acid and quercetin. The results support the reliability of methanolic extraction for obtaining higher concentrations of bioactive compounds. These findings contribute to the standardization and quality control of Moringa-based herbal and nutraceutical products. Ultimately, the study offers practical value for developing plant-based interventions that may support public health and oxidative stress management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and adequately reflects the overall content of the manuscript.
	

	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, it comprehensive but I suggest that the abbreviations MO-M and MO-A be replaced with the full terms “methanolic extract” and “aqueous extract” to improve clarity and readability. In addition, the term “Total Flavonoid Content” should be written with capital initial letters for consistency with “Total Phenolic Content.” Please ensure that the terminology and formatting follow standard scientific writing conventions throughout the manuscript. I recommend that the word “Overall” and the concluding sentences that follow be merged into the same paragraph as the previous sentence ending with “specificity.” Combining them into a single paragraph would improve the flow and coherence of the abstract, making it more concise and easier to read. This will also help maintain continuity between the results and the concluding statement without creating an unnecessary paragraph break. Furthermore, please note that the number of keywords should generally be limited to a maximum of five, in accordance with common journal guidelines.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. The experimental design, including Soxhlet extraction, determination of Total Phenolic Content and Total Flavonoid Content, and HPLC quantification of gallic acid and quercetin, follows established analytical procedures. The data are presented clearly, and the conclusions are consistent with the reported results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally relevant and supports the background, methodology, and discussion of the manuscript. However, some journal references are relatively old (more than 7–10 years), particularly those published before 2015. While older foundational studies may remain valid, it is recommended to strengthen the manuscript by incorporating more recent journal articles (preferably from the last 5–7 years) that specifically address solvent comparison, HPLC quantification of phenolic compounds, and antioxidant profiling of Moringa oleifera. This would ensure that the study reflects current scientific developments in phytochemical research.
	

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


	The overall English quality of the manuscript is understandable and generally conveys the intended scientific meaning. The structure of the sentences is mostly clear, and the terminology used is appropriate for a scientific article.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The background section is quite comprehensive; however, the discussion section is relatively brief. It would be beneficial to expand the discussion by approximately two additional pages to provide a more in-depth and comprehensive interpretation of the results. A more detailed discussion would allow the authors to better explain the scientific significance of the findings, relate the results to the underlying mechanisms, and highlight their practical implications. In the Methods section, the authors should clearly state the number of experimental replicates performed for each analysis. If possible, the results should also include standard deviation values to indicate data variability and analytical precision. Reporting the number of repetitions and presenting standard deviations are essential to demonstrate the reliability, reproducibility, and statistical robustness of the findings, which are critical components of sound scientific research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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