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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.


	The manuscript described an optimized extraction of Vitamin C from Emblica officinalis Root. Vitamin C is a standard antioxidant agent and relevant for many health conditions. While the research is relevant, it needs to clearly state the problem it is solving in the scientific community. This aspect is lacking and just needs to be updated. This can be better captured just before the aim in the introduction. They can even be in the same paragraph for better clarity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The use of “optimized” in the title is not truly represented in the work as only one extraction condition was described. No comparison of solvents or yield or other extraction methods was carried out. So ideally, there was no optimization experiment done. Except such important data were not added as a mistake, such a term should be removed from the 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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	NO. Major scientific clarifications are needed: 



1)  From the TLC plate added as images to the manuscript, there appears to be tailing and no distinct spot visible, which may affect your ability to scrape a pure vitamin C from the plate. This process needs a little bit more clarity to ensure the research is reproducible. Did you start with a crude extract? What amount of dried extract did you subject to this process? How many successive TLC did you carry out? Where did you stop? Did you actually get a pure compound from this approach on the analytical TLC plates? What was the weight of the pure vitamin C obtained? It cannot be a one-time spotting on TLC and then you come out with pure vitamin C. The plates have tailing, which may be a factor from the load. This is a good research, just a few clarifications to make it better. 


2) As mentioned above, this is an interesting study but it doesn’t go far enough scientifically to make such claims as “…first focused characterization of vitamin C in Emblica officinalis roots”. The work relies mainly on basic qualitative tests, which are too preliminary to confirm or quantify vitamin C in the roots. There are no quantitative data or validation. Iodine, FeCl₃, AgNO₃, TLC, UV-Vis are preliminary qualitative tests and cannot be the basis for this type of statement. More depth like HPLC, HPTLC, LC-MS, or NMR is required at least for such a claim of characterization. If you have enough quantity of the isolate, an MS may be even better for more characterization data. This sort of claim needs to be expunged completely for scientific correctness.  

3) Everything in the manuscript is qualitative. Without actual data, yields, or any statistical treatment, it’s impossible to tell how much vitamin C is really present. The claim that the roots contain “significant vitamin C” in the conclusion isn’t supported by the data. The statement needs to be removed to ensure the work is scientifically correct. 

4) The TLC and UV-Vis data don’t truly confirm ascorbic acid. Similar Rf values and absorbance peaks can come from many reducing compounds. The evidence is not sufficient to claim that what you extracted is vitamin C. At least, you need NMR or an MS to confirm this. 

5) In the discussion, there is no comparison with any previously published research on the plant or its family. The authors need to research further and link the work and results to already published research. This makes the work better and will also improve your references which currently stand at 10. Not enough for such research and the level of claims you have made in the paper. There are lots of papers on the subject, the authors just need to do better literature review. 
I have also left some comments directly in the manuscript. 

 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. A few references are missing important information like page numbers or ranges and they do not have the same referencing style. Some follow APA while others don't. It needs to be more consistent. 

Some references are also outdated. Here are a few suggestions for your consideration: 

1 https://www.maxapress.com/article/doi/10.48130/tp-0024-0042 

2 https://www.mdpi.com/2227-9717/11/11/3167 

3 https://www.annalsofplantsciences.com/index.php/aps/article/view/17 

4 https://www.ijpir.com/index.php/ijpir/article/view/100 


	

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