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	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	It appears the authors did a poor revision of their manuscript. Critical issues pointed out (section by section, line by line) to improve their poor manuscript were not addressed in the revision. Below are a few:
1. For reproducibility and rigor –

i. The authors were asked to present information on what informed the choice regarding the dosage regimen (including final dose administered, route of administration, duration of administration etc) this was not presented.

ii. How was the plant leaf extraction done (was it ethanolic, methanolic, aqueous, or other methods), which the authors should present? Ordinarily, this section should be addressed in any manuscript before the animal model description!

iii. For toxicological assessment studies, an acute toxicity study is done to determine the response of the animals to the extract being administered, but the information is not presented!
2. Regarding the data/results
i. The authors did not include the animal model section ethical and institutional approval

ii. The authors were requested to improve the caption of the Table also

iii. the authors did not include notations for statistically significant differences for down the column for Table 1.

iv. The authors were advised to revise the caption for all the Figures, which they had as photomicrograph for groups 1 and group 2; which makes absolutely no sense. Then below the photomicrograph we see slide 3.1 …

v. Figures 6, 7 and 8 are repetitions of earlier slides and adds no value to the manuscript. They could be presented as supplementary material.

3. Writing and Form

i. The methods:

Kidney injury molecule (KIM-1): copied verbatim, bordering on plagiarism. Check E-EL-H6029.pdf 
ii. The authors did not follow the international convention (or the Journals conventions) for writing scientific units throughout the manuscript (e.g. space before unit(s), abbreviations e.t.c.).
iii. The authors were advised to include more reference/cite more literature in the Introduction and Result/discussion section they added only one (and claimed they added some in the revised manuscript).

iv. The authors did not show the route and amount of the extract/camphor the animals received per kg body weight for all the groups.

v. The authors did not revise the manuscript adequately, the grammar is still poor, there are upper-lower case misuse all over the manuscript.
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	Guideline
	MARKS for this  REVISED manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this  REVISED manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

The manuscript still stands at 5. It needs major revision and cannot be accepted in the present form!
Guideline:  
Accept (8-10)

Revision required: (4-8)
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