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PART  1: Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

The manuscript throws important light on Orexin Receptor-2 and Narcolepsy. It is important for 
understanding the potential of the Rauwolfia serpentina; a plant many scientist around the 
world are not aware of. Good work!  

Thank you for your feedback. We are pleased our work was 
appreciated. 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

The title is fairly good. Thank you.  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

Line 1 – 7 and half of line 8 is not necessary in an abstract; they belong in the literature. An 
abstract is usually a summary of the research; aim(s), method, results, conclusion and 
suggestion(s). Please, be specific about the plant in the keywords; Rauwolfia is just a generic 
name, and does not indicate species. 

Thank you for your valuable suggestions. The abstract has been 
revised to focus on the research summary, and the plant species 
has been specified in the keywords for clarity and precision. 

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please 
write here. 

Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It followed the acceptable guideline for in silico research 
process. 
Note: be sure to check if et al. should be italicized. 

Thank you, we have ensured the correct formatting of et al. 
where necessary. 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 

The reference is fairly sufficient, but appropriate citation is needed in subheading 2.4 and 2.10 of the 
methods. Also, add the source of figure 1 and table 1. 

Thank you for your feedback. Appropriate citations have been 
added to subheadings 2.4 and 2.10 of the Methods, and the 
sources for Figure 1 and Table 1 have been included. 

Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

The language is very suitable. Thank you for your encouraging word.    

Optional/General comments 
 

In the INTRODUCTION, check line 4 and arrange. From the definition of Orexin should be a new 
paragraph; you had established its introduction in the previous paragraph. Be consistent with 
spelling (serpentina or serpentine = second paragraph; line 4). Check spacing in line 13 of 
paragraph 2. 

Thank you for your suggestions. Line 4 in the INTRODUCTION 
has been arranged, and the definition of Orexin has been moved 
to a new paragraph. Consistency in spelling (serpentina) has 
been ensured, and spacing in line 13 of paragraph 2 has been 
corrected. 
 
 

 
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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 


