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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write few sentences regarding the importance this manuscript for scientific community. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? Minimum 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The Topic is interesting but the Manuscript is not robust and detailed enough to pass the necessary information that will be easy for readers to comprehend.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is not comprehensive. The Author needs to add; 1. Aim of the research, 2. Summary of the materials and methods used, 3. Highlight of the results, 4. Conclusion and recommendation
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The sections are appropriate. But the all the sections are not robust enough. All sections needs to be beefed up and be more elaborate. The introduction is very weak and does not contain much information about the plant, the extracts. The problem statement, significance and aim of the study should be mentioned briefly at the end of the introduction.
	

	Please write few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? Minimum 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Scientifically the manuscript is not robust and technically sound. The presentation of the methodology is poor. The results are also not presented explicitly. Parts of methodology were presented in the results section (unacceptable).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.
-
	References are average, but advisably it should be increased.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	Major revisions needed


The English language is poor and I suggest the Author should seek assistance from expert language editor

	

	Optional/General comments
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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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