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Compulsory REVISION comments

Scientific name of Plants must be in italics.
The experiments were performed in July 2011 and August 2012 and paper submitted
now? Why there is a big gap between your experimentation and paper submission?

Does your protocol have been approved from ethical committee?
Does thy animal study perform blindfolded?

What about the animal study is performed randomly?

Kindly write complete protocol for animal studies

What is the method for yield calculation?

What food is given during animal studies?

What are the housing facilities during animal studies?

A number of grammar and spacing error
Write complete protocol for Anti hepatotoxicity activity of C. americanum phenolic extract

How rats were randomized during study?

Picture quality for histopathological studies was not clear.

The chemical equation during discussion must be written using latex or chem draw.
Discussion has been written poorly and haphazardly. No clear information was given
what is the outcome and how you correlated with the literature? Kindly rewrite your

discussion and mentioned all the outcomes.

How did you validate your results?
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