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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 investigation is significant in that it establishes a connection between the chemical composition of plants and their biological activity, thereby contrasting the impact of solvent type on antimicrobial activity.

· The study is of greater significance in light of the escalating resistance to antibiotics, particularly when tested against standard strains such as Staphylococcus aureus, Escherichia coli, and Candida albicans.

· The results contribute to the identification of the most effective extractive fraction (ethyl acetate), thereby establishing a preliminary foundation for the future isolation of active compounds.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	· The title is suitable and accurately represents the subject matter of the investigation.
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly outlines the objective, methodology, and primary findings. Nevertheless, it would be more advisable to condense certain numerical details to prevent the abstract from becoming excessively long and to include a suitable concluding sentence that emphasizes the necessity of further research to isolate the active compounds.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· While the study is based on accurate science, there are a few issues that could have made it more applicable. For example, the microbial activity test did not clearly state the number of replicates. Additionally, the ethanol extract is rich in compounds but has weaker activity compared to ethyl acetate. Lastly, there was no preliminary cytotoxicity study, which limits the practical conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are very current; but a repetition of the reference Ojo et al. (2017a and 2017b) with the same title was observed.
	

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


	· The language is generally good, but there are grammatical and stylistic errors, so a professional language review is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study is scientifically robust but necessitates the following enhancements: - Statistical analysis of the inhibitory zone data.

· A section addressing the limitations of the research.

· A graph depicting the comparative analysis of the Minimum Inhibitory Concentration (MIC) between the two extracts.

· The reason for selecting the 25–100 mg/mL concentrations.

· An exhaustive examination of the possible mechanism of action.
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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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