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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 article is useful for scientific community. Most of the synthetic drugs produces gastric irritation and prolonged use of NSAID produces ulceration in the GI tract. If some plant based products will be taken along with ulcerogenic drugs then GI irritation can be reduced as well as formation of ulcers can be prevented.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	While reviewing the article I found that he word comparative should not be used as the author (s) only studied the effect of three extracts/fractions from the same plant only. The word comparative should be used when the activity of these extracts or fractions will be compared with other plant extracts or may be with different species of the same genus. A Comparative study- may be deleted..
	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive but no where activity is compared. Only the effects are compared with standard drug which we should not tell it as comparative study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the article is scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and author(s) cited some references that are from 2024.
	

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


	Language and English quality is suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. In several places it seems to be fabricated which may not be true that needs clarification. 

2. In several places author(s) mentioned genus and species name in capital letter throughout the text. Species name must be in small letter.

3. Under introduction section author(s) wrote “but most of the drugs are exhibits”- the entire sentence needs correction.

4. Several places author capitalizing words in between sentences which are marked in red colour.

5. Author wrote under the section Materials and methods “The solution was filtered with Whatman No.1 filter paper and fractioned with 20% distilled water of the total volume of the filtrate to obtain two layers that were separated using a separation funnel.” When distilled water is added to chloroform and methanol mixture then water will be miscible with methanol which simply can increases the polarity of methanolic fraction how methanol and water will be separated here?
6. Test for reducing sugar:  Author(s) wrote Fehling Test: Sample (0.5g) of each of chloroform and methanol extract was dissolved in distilled water and filtered- It is ambiguous because both the extracts were dissolved separately, or both the extracts are combinedly dissolved in water. Similar type of sentences are written under chemical tests for different types of phytoconstituents need to be corrected as indicated with different colour.
7. Under the heading test for tannins and flavonoids while writing the formula author should be careful that number should be written in subscript.

8. Under the heading Test for Reducing Sugar again clarification is required because author(s) wrote “1 ml of filtrates”- whether it is single filtrate or each filtrate? Similarly, author(s) wrote I ml- is should be 1 ml.
9. Under Results: In table No. 1 all fractions contain almost all type of phytoconstituents how it is possible? Polar as well as nonpolar compounds are appearing in each fraction which needs clarification. It looks like fabricated data. Similar condition is with Table No. 2 and 3.
10. Table 4 & 5– Data is erratic with changing the dose activity fluctuating which needs clarification?
11. Under discussion: wagner’s method- Name of the Scientist should be in capital letter.
12. Under the discussion section marked with red need attention.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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