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	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)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract needs to be rewrite as per the suggestions suggested in the manuscript itself. It is just the copy of the first paragraph of results.

In the second paragraph of the introduction author mentioned that the vegetation of the study are dry deciduous scrub & thorny forest. According to Champion and Seth (1968), there is no type called dry deciduous scrub and thorn. It should have been Southern tropical thorn forests. Even the reference is also given very vaguely.

In the heading Survey, Collection, and Identification under the Materials and Methods, it is mentioned that herbarium specimens were prepared, but it is not mentioned where the herbarium is deposited.

The third heading says it is ‘Results and discussion’, but it is only results and no discussion about the study. 

Voucher specimen number need to be given for the recorded species in Table 1.

The information on the uses of plant is not clear, whether it is from the literature or from the local healers. If it is from the literature, reference needs to be mention. If the information collected from the local healers, then the methodology including how many local healers contacted and other details required to provide.

Conclusion is not the conclusion; it is just the copy of the abstract. It should have been a conclusive of the study.

Many references cited in the text are not been listed under the heading References. In contrary, many references listed under the heading References, not been cited in the text. This needs complete revision. The list references needs to be formatted according to the journal format.

Manuscript needs to be revised thoroughly.
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