Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_136529

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of medicinal plants used for the management of skin diseases in Odigbo Local Government Area, Ondo State, Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	1. Frequently used plants for the treatment of skin diseases by the respondents reveal the therapeutic importance and give ideas for novel drug discovery.
2. Gives a foundation for choosing plants for clinical, pharmacological and biochemical research.

3. Documents traditional plant-based practices that may otherwise be lost with cultural shifts and modernization.

4. The study highlights Nigeria's extensive ethnobotanical knowledge and addresses a significant yet frequently neglected area of traditional medicine.

5. Over all this adds significantly to the body of ethnobotanical literature. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. For topic context, "assessment of medicinal plants" means examining or studying the traditional use of specific plants, as well as their effectiveness, frequency of use, and importance in terms of treating skin problems.
	

	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.


	1. Yes, it is a comprehensive abstract, but reduce the contents and retain important data only.

2. Please write abbreviations like RFC, FIV, and PPV in full form when they initially appear to help readers understand them.
3. Least significant family information not needed in abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically sound.
	

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

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


	To satisfy the requirements of academic communication, it has to be improved in 

1. Grammatical Errors 
2. Rephrasing sentences in many areas (Example: The studies conducted by (26, 27,28) all supported the traditional uses of the family).
3. Long sentences can be split up to make them easier to read.

4. Inconsistent Tense Usage

5. Missing Article Use (a/an/the)
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. For authentication of recently accepted botanical names, the author didn’t mention supporting documents (e.g., local herbarium, local flora, authenticated websites such as The Plant List or World Flora Online, etc.).

2. Reduce the content of the study area. Incorporate GPS coordinates, demographic information and an official study area map.

3. In the discussion part, the paragraph should start with the author's name of the specific article, not the reference number (Example: According to (22), there are about 8000 species….). 
4. In paragraph scientist abbreviation not required for botanical name (Example: Ricinus communis L.)

5. In data analysis, uniformity is not maintained (example: the RFC formula only mentioned no other indices).
6. First column of Table 1, some of the botanical names of plants without author abbreviations (Example: Anchomanes difformis, Euphorbia lateriflora, Pseudocedrela kotschyi).
7. First and second column of Table 2, a plus sign is not required between plants' botanical names; instead, the author can write them one by one and write the respective plant part in front of them.

8. In conclusion, the author didn’t mention the frequently used plants (RFC), plant parts (PPV), life forms, and mode of preparation for the treatment of skin diseases by the respondents, including family importance value (FIV), as in the abstract.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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