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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

In part. The manuscript presented a simple comparative study of two kinds of extracts (aqueous
and hydroethanol) of Alstonia boonei bark in relation to polyphenol content and antioxidant activity.
Other kinds of extracts could be obtained and explored. And also other part of the plant could be
explored.

Yes.
Yes.

In part. “Materials and method” section should be more organized in relation of assay of plant
contents.

In part because it is not clear how the plant content was calculated. Consider adding the equations.

In part. Some references cited on the manuscript were not present in “References” section (e.g.
Fonkoua et al., 2021; Green et al., 1982 and others). And there are no citation of the references
showing extract preparations of Alstonia boonei. Please revise carefully.

- Statistical analyses of the results presented have not been carried out appropriately and have not
been explained. Add “Statistical analyses” subitem in the “Material and methods” and presents the
mean value followed be the standard deviation.

- Some parts of the manuscript are not in English and font size is reduced suddenly along the
manuscript. Please revise carefully.

- Fig. 1c: the difference found for 2 extracts is statistically significant?

- Table 3 and 4: changing the presentation of the correlations to graphs would be more interesting.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Islanguage/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

In part. It is recommended to improve English quality.

Optional/General comments
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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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