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Compulsory REVISION comments

The manuscript is quite interesting and scientifically robust. Authors should address
the following comments:

Abstract

Line 14-15. The aim should capture manuscript title.

Line 16. It is twenty four (24) and not 24.

Line 18. Write P. berghei in full first.

Line 23. The phytochemical screening protocol should come first before the others.

The abstract should follow the standard formatting (i.e Introduction, Methods, Results and
Conclusion).

Keywords: Add Antiplasmodial Activity rather than just Antiplasmodium.

Introduction

Line 34. Delete WHO there, since the citation is already in the parenthesis no need of
writing that and that applies to others except you are quoting an author.

Always start a scientific name with a Capital letter, while the species take a small letter
(Check Line 35 and 38).

Introduction is segmented. Please add them up.

The authors did not capture the main points concerning the title. | suggest the introduction
should be rewritten. (No study on P. berghei, No discussion on Khaya grandifoliola).

All citations should be cited in Number. See Line 48 and 51.

Check for typographical and grammatical errors.

Methods

Line 69. Bankole [3] method was.......

Delete Phytochemical screening of the bark from heading. Use only Extraction of the Plant
Bark.

Line 77-78. Reframe the statement.

Line 82. Expunge the Author name. Use only [4].

Check for typographical and grammatical errors especially in citations and preparations.
Line 128. Analysis spelling wrong.

Results

Table 1. Expunge “Result of”.

The Keys of the graphs are not tallying with the results. Check and present better.

Scanty discussion. It should always be presented sequentially as results are presented.
Please rewrite.

Conclusion should highlight key findings. Few statement of recommendation is accepted.
References are very scanty for such laborious study. Add more references and follow
Journal guideline.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
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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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