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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The manuscript represents some fresh information about the studied specie since there is 

few information about it in the recent years.  
 
 
2. Yes, it is suitable to the information of the review.  
 
3. Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. I suggest to include the meaning of WEPs in 
the abstract, since it does not appear there. 
 
4. Yes, the structure is appropriate.  

 
5. The manuscript is scientifically correct.  
 
6. References are sufficient; however, from 70 references, only 8/70 are less than five years old.  
 
 
 
 

 

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

communications? 

 
Review should be check by an English native speaker  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
- Pag. 6 Table 2. Change “colour” for “color” 

 
- Pag. 9 Section 3. The sentence “Most ailments such as stomachache, menstrual problems, 

urinary problems, and diarrhea, can be cured by oral administration of powder, while the 

inflammation can be cured by topical application » needs some references. 

- Check all values presented in the review, in son cases units are next to the value, and in 

other cases units are separated by a single space to the value.  

 
- Pag. 13 Correct the word « Analised » (Analized is the correct word) « Recently Bhamare 

et al. (2022) analysed the nutritional and mineral profile of wild edible ripe and unripe fruit 

of Meyna laxiflora. In this study author analysed various proximate such as moisture, ash, 

protein, reducing sugar, ascorbic acid, antioxidant activity and phenols. » 

 
- Pag. 13 correct the chemical form of the H2O2 by applying subscrits (H2O2) 

- Authors concluded that “The growing of trees for fruit production encourages the 
obstruction of permanent stands in bares land. Such trees are often a feature of desert 
landscapes and form the basis of traditional agroforestry land use systems”. This should be 
checked since there is scarce information about the uses of the plant trees in text of the 
Review.  
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PART  2:  
 

 
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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