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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The idea of providing a review about Sea buckthorn is good and can provide suitable information for the readers. Yet current article did not go into details of scientific data and quantities and most of its statements are about qualities which is not quite acceptable for a review of a single plant.
	

	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.


	It would be better to edit the abstract in order to become more comprehensive and also more coherent.
Although keywords are mentioned in the abstract, they are mentioned as almost incoherent facts.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There seems to be no transparent scientific mistake. Yet, only general facts and components of Sea buckthorn are mentioned and no scientific data and statistics has been mentioned.
Necessary corrections:

-Height of studied plant is mentioned 2-6 meters in line 54 and 2-5 meters in line 19.

-It would be better to mention statistics of related clinical studies rather than mentioning the conclusion of their studies. (Line 190-206).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References are recent, yet generally considering number of references, 31 references is considered low in number for a review article and it would be ideal to add some references to support mentioned information.
· Analysing the text, references are not sufficient in many parts of the article and almost a paragraph has only one reference.


	

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


	English quality is not bad, but it needs improvement in order to become article suitable for scholarly communications. Coherence and cohesion are not seen in the text.
Necessary corrections:

-line 18- “is a dioecious, deciduous” is not grammatically correct.

-line 23 & 24 “Plants have been used as sources of medicine for thousands of years, and recent interest in plant-derived compounds has reignited due to their therapeutic potential” is not coherent to the text.

-line 18 & 25 are both describing general characteristics of sea buckthorn. Such repetition is not accepted in introduction.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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