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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Yes, important for discovery of antivenom sources.
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 2. | suggest to revised the title to “Screening of Mucuna pruriens and Millettia pinnata
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) (Fabaceae) minerals on biochemical parameters of Oryctolagus cuniculus as
antivenom”
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? 3. Yes

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? plants are already destroyed. How can you claim that these plants are effective both
as a preventive and curative agent when the present compounds were incinerated?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? Also in the methodology, the viper skull was incinerated in a muffle furnace for 13
hours at 550 °C. It not a method for collecting venom. Venom is present in the
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of salivary glands of the viper. To be able to extract the venom, you will need an alive
additional references, please mention in the review form. viper, not the ashes of the skull.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 5. The methodology is incorrect. Kindly search for a more appropriate method.

4. Yes, appropriately subsections however there are some clarifications that needs to
be addressed for better understanding of our reader. In the methodology, the plant
materials Mucuna pruriens and Millettia pinnata were incinerated at in a muffle
furnace for 13 hours at 550 °C. By doing this method the bioactives present in the

additional suggestions/comments)

6. References are correctly written

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

Optional/General comments
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