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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

Abstract:  Rephrase the statement starting with “From” (see 
highlighted section in the main manuscript). You can replace 
it with:  
  

“GPHT had the least value of 1.15 µL followed by Zingiber 
officinale (18.0 µL), Nauclea Latifolia (46.0), Khaya 
senegalensis (52.17 µL), Camellia sinensis (56.83 µL), and 
Phyllantus spp (67.57 µL) from the estimated median 
inhibitory concentration IC50”  

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

Line 30: Introduce the word “and effect” after “size” as highlighted in 

the manuscript. 

 

Table 1: Have the results been done in triplicates? If yes, then, report 

the results in the table as either Mean ±SEM or Mean ±SD. 

 

Optional/General 

comments 

 

A good demonstration of the antioxidant activities of the five plants 

in comparison to the Poly herbal extract has been demonstrated by 

the author. Recent studies have been well cited and few previous 

studies have also been included in this study. The discussion is well 

addressed and referred accordingly.  
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