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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 article covered a wide range of highly specialized scientific knowledge. All methods used followed standard procedures. Good reliable results were obtained and discussed elaborately by comparing them with many other previous results. The results provide useful baseline information for further impactful innovative pharmaceutical research leading to drug industry using natural material. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is fairly good and represents the contents of the article. However, some minor amendments are suggested as shown in the text.
	

	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.


	The abstract should be written in one solid paragraph instead of breaking it into short paragraphs. It does not cover all part of the article. Mor about the methodology should be added. The part marked yellow in the introduction is out of place and should be added to the abstract. The results should be stated in the past tense
(the results revealed )
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically the article is full of accurate detailed scientific knowledge, especially in the areas of plant anatomy  and chemistry. Excellent results were obtained and thoroughly discussed. However the presentation of these results was rather improper. The results should be presented under different sub-titles. Under each sub-title the contents of the table should be described and discusser first before presenting the table. Tables should be redesigned in abetter way. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author cited 37 relevant references. Fifteen of them are recent, 20 fairly recent and 22 rather old. Some of them are not cited properly both in the text and in the list. Some of them are marked with yellow colour. When the reference is within the sentence it is written as such: e.g.  John (2019) found that ….
	

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


	The article is written in good English
	

	Optional/General comments


	I think the article is too long and as the anatomical properties do not significantly support their use as food or drug they should be separated in a separate paper as a means of identifying and classifying these species. If this is accepted we need to remove the word “Anatomical” from the title. Some minor corrections are made in the text. Corrections are in red. Those in yellow colour should be corrected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	


Reviewer details:

Tageldin Hussein Nasroun, Sudan University of Science and Technology, Sudan

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

