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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

This investigation on DETARIUM SENEGALENSIS ROOT BARK is commendable as most studies
often focus on the aerial parts with less attention on the roots of plants. However, even at very large
concentrations, the activities investigated are insignificant. Total antioxidant capacity at 1000
microgram/ml is not comparable with ascorbic acid. Same with reduction power. %DPPH even at
10,000microgram/ml is very insignificant and incomparable to the standard. Then %nitric oxide
scavenging activity has no dose-dependent activity, and based on the IC50 results presented, the
potency of ascorbic acid is more than twice the activity of the plant.

Furthermore, the total phenolic content of the plant was calculated as 72.52 microgram gallic acid
equivalent/g of extract. There is no comparison with any literature-cited standard or a table of total
phenolic contents to properly evaluate the significance of the phenolic content of the plant.

The conclusion is that DETARIUM SENEGALENSIS ROOT BARK has insignificant antioxidant
activities.

I strongly recommend that the authors revise this manuscript in-line with the results presented.
Additionally, it would help if a GCMS analysis of this root bark is carried out to detect the
presence/absence of compounds that may possess antioxidant activities.

Minor REVISION comments

The paper has several grammatical errors. Also, the authors reported that the roots were air-dried for two
weeks and later oven-dried. The temperature at which the roots were oven-dried was not reported and
again the rationale behind oven-drying after air-drying for two weeks was not explained.

Optional/General comments

The author should report numerical values to 2 decimal places consistently; not variable decimal places.
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