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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 
 

 

Line 17: “plants were ……..” – I suggest this be moved to introduction. 

Line 32: I suggest that this should be – The result obtained is a good rationale for 
utilization ……… 

Line 34: You may add the word “phytochemicals” should be added to the keywords 
as study included such. 

Line 51: rely NOT “relies”  

Lines 59-66: Consider taking these to Materials and Methods  

Line 71: Consider using – Based on recent reports ………  

Line 74:Also herbal “infusion”? did you mean concoction?.  rationalized NOT 
“rationalize”  

Lines 71 - 75: I suggest that these should be placed under a sub-topic “ 2.2 Plants 
Identification and Rationalization” and briefly state how this was done.   

Line 77: If you accept the suggested 2.2, then this line becomes 2.3 and so on ….  

Line 105: Should be 6 maleS  

Lines 152 - 153: Consider moving this to Methods  while from “and the percentage 
…..” should remain under Plant samples and extractions. You may start with – The 
percentage plant yield was ………  

Line 227: rationale NOT rationaleS “   

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 

Consider reading through each paragraph of the results and discussion. There are 
statements that would have been pushed to the materials and methods.  

 The conclusion also sounds like a discussion. Just give your final discovery  

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

• Manuscript topic is apt - Relevant and timely. 

• It was based on rigorous academic standards with sound methodology 

• Very interesting subject from the research domicile 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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