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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title can be rephrased to show if it is acute or chronic toxicity testing.
	Noted

	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.


	· More scientific writing (e.g. all scientific terms should be in italics) and robust summary that captures the work are recommended. 
· Background and motivation for the study are missing. 
· No control groups and the groups reported in the result were not accounted for in the description of the grouping. It should be clearly indicated if the extract was made from the combination of leaf and bark.
· The results are not specific on the symptoms of toxicity. Can the author explain what was meant by mortality symptom. The result description also needs to be revisited as contradictory statement are presented. For example, no significant difference in the mortality is contradictory to the previous sentence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
· Background information is not detailed and more information on previous toxicity studies of the plant will benefit the article. This will help in identifying the gaps being addressed in this current study, this is because similar studies are available. 
· The authors used male rat in the study, the rationale needs to be provided

Method
· Statistical representation of the experimental animals is required, and more scientific description will benefit the write-up. For example, the animals were administered 3, 4, and 5 mL of the extract should be described more scientifically. 
· Has the author considered how the plant is taken locally? This would help in the quantification and dosages to be administered and application of the randomization process while grouping.
Result and Discussion
· The results were not concisely described; hence it is difficult to understand. 

· Can the author be consistent on the plant part(s) used in formulating the extract

· The results need more statistical analysis and description.

· Due to the lack of control groups, it is difficult to ascertain whether the effects obtained in the study were from the extract.

· Annotations of the photomicrograph is highly recommended, and more description would benefit the article. 

· The statement “These effects are likely attributable to the anti-inflammatory activity and antioxidant potential of its constituent phenolic compounds, flavonoids, saponins, and alkaloids” does not correlate with the aim and findings of the study. The authors are advised to revisit.

· More scientific writing and editing is necessary to improve this section

Conclusion and recommendation
There is a great disjoint in this section as the study focus on toxicity and not antioxidant effects of the study. 
Limitation: The stated limitations largely affect the impact of the study. More scientific and practicable measures would promote more meaningful deductions in the study.
	Noted

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relatively not sufficient and recent. However, they are not uniformly formatted in the reference list and should be confirmed that they are formatted according to the journal guide.
	Added new references

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


	No. General language editing and more scientific writing are required. 
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