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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.


	This Study sheds light on the importance of Elephantorrhiza elephantina and its potential therapeutic applications, which could introduce a new botanical drug for managing pancreatic insufficiency as an adjunct treatment to other conventional therapies, based on its valuable phytochemicals. This approach could prevent further damage to the pancreas through the plant’s anti-inflammatory and antioxidant activity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 abstract seems like a list of points, and the author would need to specify root extract not just mentioning the plants name extract (part used need to be mentioned), also the study only detected 2 kinds of glycosides being cardioactive and saponin, so need to put the word some glycosides not to say glycosides in general , here is an example of writing a part of the abstract in a way that makes it easy to follow: 

Various classical methods were employed to determine the presence of essential phytochemicals and to assess their pharmacological and toxicological data.  The phytochemical screening results confirmed the presence of flavonoids, phenolics, tannins, and some glycosides, with a total phenolic content of 338.0 mg GAE/g, as determined by the Folin-Ciocalteu method. The agar diffusion method confirmed the antibacterial activity against E. coli, with a zone of inhibition of ???. The anti-inflammatory potential using the egg albumin test revealed 83.55% inhibition of inflammatory markers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are some points that need to be corrected. For the Bontrager test, this is for anthraquinone glycoside; for the Keller-Killani Test, this is for cardioactive glycosides.
In the antibacterial section, the author only used the E coli and did not mention other bacteria which is involved in the pancreatic insufficiency
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the methods followed in the manuscript was lacking references, when we follow a certain method we need to put the reference. Examples in section 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9
	

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


	Some grammar needs to be fixed, I suggest using Grammarly program
	

	Optional/General comments


	The author need to focus on the discussion and use more references for example: in the antibacterial section there were several studies performed in this regard, author should use these studies which aliens with the results, same thing in the anti inflammatory and toxicity studies as these sections needs to be discussed and related to previous work and whether the current result agrees or deviate form previous work example (suggestions study # 1: Toxicity evaluation of the aqueous extract of the rhizome of Elephantorrhiza elephantina (Burch.) Skeels. (Fabaceae), in rats; study #2: Elephantorrhiza elephantina: Traditional Uses, Phytochemistry, and Pharmacology of an Important Medicinal Plant Species in Southern Africa

Thus the discussion section seems to be poor and need more references.

In the conclusion we normally highlight the study finding only; and any suggestion for future studies has to be in another section as future directions.
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