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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 study expounds the ant-oxidant and anti-inflammatory effects of Vigna unguiculata aqueous leaf extract upon tissue damage and stress induced RBCs. The study also, illustrates the chemical characterization of phytochemicals present in the extract. Besides, In-vitro, in-vivo, toxicity, and histopathological studies were involved to illustrate the extract biological effect.
Cow peas (Vigna unguiculata) are rich in phenolic compounds, such as phenol acids, flavonoids, and tannins. These bio-active substances have anti-inflammatory, anti-carcinogenic, and antioxidant properties, it will help most developing countries to use local plant in traditional medicine, this may be able to reduce reliance on synthetic medication and avoid their possible side effects.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the article title suits the discussed topic or study.
	

	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, the abstract is so comprehensive as it summarizes the aim of study, methodology and the results obtained perfectly.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Most of the manuscript is scientifically correct but unfortunately, there are some mistakes in the resulting figures concerning In- vitro and in-vivo studies and their interpretation, sometimes the interpretation is not in accordance with the data of the resulted figures. In addition, the mentioned outcomes concerning characterization of  AECPL are not in a complete accordance with the outcomes in the table.    
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	- Mostly yes, but I have accomment: One reference is cited in the text not add to the references: Da Silva et al. (2019). 


	

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


	No, the article English language should be thoroughly revised by the author.   
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- In Table 1, proteins and carbohydrates showed negative results while in the corresponding discussion, protein and carbohydrates showed positive results for AECPL qualitative analysis. So, the results discussed should be revised by the author well for confirming that they match the results in tables and figures.

2- Concerning figure 2, the result discussion stated that the anti-oxidant potential of AECPL was 75 % higher than that of the positive (ascorbic acid) which is not illustrated in the corresponding figure at all. On the contrary, the figure shows that ascorbic acid (ACA) has the highest potential.

3- For figure 5, the corresponding interpretation stated that rats injected with 150 mg/kg of AECPL showed significantly decreased levels of MDA, PCC and IT in comparison to control groups while the figure showed the opposite.

4- Concerning figure 6, the corresponding interpretation stated that the antioxidant enzymes activity was restored in the liver, kidney, pancreas, and heart of rats that received AECPL injections (150 mg/kg) in comparison to “ AECPL alone treated groups”  which didn’t show a change in SOD and CAT activity. While the figure illustrated that all DFC-AECPL injected rats organs showed a restore in enzymatic activity which is directly proportional the amount of  AECPL. On the other hand, the sentence “ AECPL alone treated groups” has no scientific meaning

5- For figure 7, the corresponding interpretation is not clear and is not expressed by the figure.
6- - Discussion is not clear, I suggest rewrite of the discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No, there aren’t
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