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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 
 

The aim of the paper is to determine the anti-inflammatory and antioxidant activities of extracts and 
fractions obtained from dried leaves of Globimetula oreophila. The idea of the work is new since 
there are practically no literature data considering biological activity of this plant. The statistical 
analysis, however, does not lead to any significant conclusions regarding the analyzed plant material 
and its possible application. The experimental part lacks numerous data important for repetition of 
the work and verification of its scientific soundness. The work lacks proper discussion - the obtained 
results are simply described with no mention of any possible implications and impact of the 
experimental observations. The paper is also written in poor English with many broken fragments 
and typing errors (I strongly recommend using of a professional proofreading service). 
 
The main problem are the incorrect values of IC50 results in DPPH and NO tests, impossible to 
obtain or obtained by extrapolation. In my opinion, the presented manuscript should be rejected, but 
could be reconsidered for publication after carrying out appropriate analyzes, that are necessary for 
correct determination of IC50 values. 
 
The comments for Authors are included in the reviewed electronic version of the manuscript. 
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Please check the attached file (the reviewed version of the manuscript). 
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