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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) 
 

Yes 
 
Title should emphasize that extracts of the plant were fed to the rats and not the entire plant 
 
A very comprehensive abstract.  So much so that there are things in the abstract that are not 
in the main paper.  Such as the mention that One-Way ANOVA was used to analyze the data.  
I didn’t see any discussion of statistical methods in the body of the paper. 
 
Yes 
Yes 
 
The graphs that are used are not the best ones to display the data.  There are no error bars 
on the graphs.  Also, with such a small sample size, the authors should have provided a 
table of results along with a graph. 
 
Also, there is no discussion of the statistical methods used.  No mention of any software 
used to perform the One-way ANOVA. 
 
No need to describe the dilution calculations.  The reader assumes the authors know how to 
dilute a solution. 

 

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

communications? 
 

Yes 
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