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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 manuscript titled “Elemental Composition g
Phytochemical Studies of Aqueous Leaf Extrac
and Stem Bark Extract of Crateva adansonii”

describes chemical analysis of relevant elements

and chemical compounds contained in parts of
plant. The manuscript is poorly written in Englis
(see line 10 beginning with “While”,
“experimental membrane peroxidation” at line 3
etc. here and there in the text). Some
inconsistencies are present (e.g. magnesium+
instead of magnesium++) on the chemistry
aspects. Moreover, Authors mention a balance
between anions and cations, however: how ani
have been determined in the samples? The
analytical method and what apparatus and whig
experimental conditions have been used are ng
mentioned (atomic absorption analysis,
experimental procedure, sample preparation, h
many samples have been analysed, type of
apparatus used, conditions, etc.). Paragraph 2.
should contain the experimental procedure. The
comments on the atomic absorption are
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unnecessary. No details are given for the chemjcal

analysis (experimental section, materials and

n

methods, etc.) and for the exact quantification @
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the organic compounds mentioned: the
determinations are qualitative and instrumental
technique should be needed to confirm and

substantiate the reported data. The phytochemical

screening is only qualitative (see Table 1): a
complete assessment would be required to just
and substantiate the purpose of the manuscript
implications (see title of the manuscript). Authot
mention “Phytochemical analysis”: where are th
data and experimental procedure used to deter
the composition. Which compounds have been
identified and proven effective to justify the ces
as reported in the Discussion section of the
manuscript? The elemental composition is

fy
and
S

e
mine

discussed while the organic compounds mentigned

activity is not substantiated by data in a cleay.w
Conclusion section is not fully supported by the
observations reported in the manuscript and it
should be re written properly.
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Minor REVISION comments n/a
Optional /General comments n/a
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