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	Article Title: Morpho-Anatomical and Pharmacognostic Properties of Whitfieldia elongata (P. Beauv.) De Wild. & T. Durand.

1. The author has carried the research work in a very good manner. But the manuscript is not in the proper format as it should have been written in the scientific document. The English grammar should be check for the entire document.

2. In material and methods it is absurd about the collection of sample i.e, which part of the plant has been collected or whole plant was collected. The author should provide the leaf or which part has been collected. Whether stem collected or not as it has mentioned in page 5. Please see point no. 3

3. In page 5 stem powder is mentioned which is not clearly mentioned in the material and methods which part has been collected.

4. In page no. 7 the author has mentioned of determination of Extractive Values in which Ethanol-Soluble Extractive Value and Methanol-Soluble Extractive Value was mentioned but in table 4 the same data was not mentioned. The data should be provided in the Table No. 4 in page no. 14.

5. In page no. 9 GCMS analysis it was mentioned that “Methanol extracts of 2 µl of the extracts were used for GC–MS analysis” but in the discussion it was mentioned ethanol as “The GC-MS analysis of the ethanol leaf and stem extract revealed the presence of 34 (Table 6) and 33 (Table 7) phytochemicals respectively.” which is in contradiction. This information should be checked properly and should provide correct scientific evidence based data for the reader. 
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