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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. The botanical identity and authentication of the chosen plant from a Botanist is 

missing 
2. Animal ethical statement is missing 
3. The toxicity studies must be performed for 14 days to assess acute toxicity. The 

toxicity cannot be predicted within 24 or 48 hrs.  
4. Serum biochemical parameters to assess the kidney function can be performed to 

justify the study objective. 
5. After the treatment, animals weight data is not consistent. In 500mg/kg, the weight 

has increased more, while in 300mg/kg, the weight has reduced. What is the 
inference of this data? 

 

 
 
1. This has been taken care of 
 
2. Thanks for your observation, this has been taken care of 
 
4. Serum creatnine and urea were accessed 
 
5. Thanks for your observation,the  needful has been done.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Discussion part can be better 
2. Language must be improved 
3. Citations are not in same style. Some are in square brackets and some are in names 

and years. 
 

 
1. The needful has been done 
2. the language has improved 
3. Thanks for your observation, the needful has been done 

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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