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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

Authors have discussed about the presence of 8 phytochemicals in the G. Don leaves extract
but have not mentioned any isolation processes for each of the phytochemicals. Authors have
also not mentioned about the overall phytochemical pattern of that particular leaf extract. The
result need some supporting data HPLC or LCMS.

Author should mention the efficiency of extraction with respect to all solvents reported and

1. The scope of the research only covers phytochemical screening and
quantification and not isolation of specific compounds which is a subject
for further work.

2. We overlook this during the experiment process, but this observation is

should compare the data with commercial relevance. duly noted
Minor REVISION comments

The quantitative estimation procedure should be mentioned in the text.

Author should clearly mention the solvent characteristics (b.pt, polarity, purity), percentage of

solvent used and should provide a clear correlation of the observation with solvent Noted

characteristics
Author should mention the importance of the study in present context.

Optional/General comments

The manuscript is well organised and overall presentation is also very good but scientific
importance is not properly highlighted. Importance of the work and its deliverables should be
incorporated in the revised manuscript.

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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