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	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 present study investigated the antipsychotic effects of the ethanol leaf extract of N. lotus in a mouse model of ketamine-induced psychosis. It is necessary to explore the indigenous plants for their potential antipsychotic properties. The study revealed that the ethanol leaf extract of N. lotus possesses an atypical antipsychotic-like profile with modest efficacy against positive, negative, and cognitive symptoms of schizophrenia without causing extrapyramidal adverse effects. These findings suggest that the ethanol leaf extract of N. lotus is safe and may be beneficial in the treatment of psychotic-like symptoms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is fine. The first word to be written correctly. 
	

	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.


	The addition of one sentence for statistical tests considered is necessary
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The MS is scientifically correct, somehow written in good English with few mistakes. All these mistakes were corrected as can be seen in the MS with track changes. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are ok. They have to be written correctly in the text and in the bibliography. Some of them have to be added to the discussion section. 
	

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


	The MS is somehow written in good English with few mistakes. All these mistakes were corrected as can be seen in the MS with track changes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The MS is well written with good results. The accent has to be in numbering methodology, as I suggested and improving discussion. 
However, some abnormal things were observed. Extraction with methanol instead of ethanol in abstract. In the results section, the use of 600 mg/kg instead of 800 mg/kg???

I would love to see all the mouse photos taken for each step in order to conclude that there is no fabrication of results. 

These photos of mice can be put in the appendices/additional files  
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