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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 research provides essential region-specific data on Crinum jagus from Ogbomoso, Nigeria, highlighting how local ecological factors may shape its phytochemical profile. By linking GC–MS profiling directly with antioxidant and antimicrobial assays, the study builds a clear bridge between traditional ethnomedicinal use and modern pharmacological validation. The findings offer a useful baseline for natural product–based drug discovery, particularly in the search for alternatives to address antimicrobial resistance. Overall, this work supports the evidence-based application of medicinal plants and provides a solid starting point for future isolation and mechanistic studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the scope of the study, including phytochemical profiling, GC–MS characterization, and bioactivity evaluation of Crinum jagus bulb extracts. However, it is a bit wordy and repetitive. Specifically, "Phytochemical Profiling" and "GC–MS Characterization" overlap significantly, as the GC–MS is the tool used for the profiling. A possible alternative could be sth like:

“Chemical Profiling and Bioactivity of Crinum jagus Bulb Extracts from Ogbomoso, Southwestern Nigeria.”


	

	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 abstract is generally well structured and follows a logical sequence, covering the background/objective, methods, key results, and conclusion. It provides the key quantitative information that researchers typically look for. However, it could be improved by briefly stating why the Ogbomoso location is relevant, since regional variation is part of the study’s rationale. The abstract is also somewhat dense with numerical values, and focusing on only the most important results would improve clarity and impact without losing essential information.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is logically designed but contains several reporting and analytical issues that should be addressed to ensure scientific validity. Notably, there is a major unit inconsistency in the antioxidant data, with concentrations reported in mg/mL while IC₅₀ values are given in µg/mL, which creates confusion about extract potency. The manuscript also lacks statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA or t-tests) to support claims of differences between extracts. In addition, some GC–MS assignments appear overinterpreted without reporting match factors or independent confirmation. Finally, the Materials and Methods section should clarify whether polar extracts were derivatized (e.g., silylated) prior to GC–MS analysis, since underivatized polar compounds often show poor chromatographic behavior, potentially leading to an incomplete chemical profile.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent studies, showing that the authors are aware of current work in this area. Most of the key topics, including phytochemical analysis, GC–MS profiling, and bioactivity studies, are adequately supported by the literature. However, the manuscript would benefit from adding a few more recent references on standard methods for antioxidant and antimicrobial assays and on best practices for GC–MS compound identification. Overall, the reference list is appropriate, but minor updates would strengthen the methodological context.


	

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


	The overall English is understandable, but the manuscript contains several grammatical, typographical, and formatting errors that should be corrected to improve clarity and professionalism. For example, there are multiple spelling errors in scientific names, such as Escherical coli instead of Escherichia coli (in table 8), Bacillus substiles instead of Bacillus subtilis (table 8), and Trichophytom rumbrum instead of Trichophyton rubrum. There are also inconsistencies in terminology, including the use of “FRAC” and “FRAP” for the same assay, and typographical errors such as “ketoconazol” instead of ketoconazole and “Anthroquinones” instead of anthraquinones. In addition, some phrases are awkwardly constructed (e.g., “Plant extract antioxidant capacity is important…”), and there are formatting issues such as inconsistent unit presentation and occasional missing italics for species names like Crinum jagus. Careful language editing and proofreading would significantly improve the readability and scholarly quality of the manuscript.
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