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	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.


	This manuscript scientifically describes the role of Perionyx excavatus coelomic fluid in wound healing process which novel drug discovery. The manuscript has also discussed phytochemistry, invivo and invitro assay methods which is beneficial for researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is clear and concise.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. If author wishes, then they can add some numerical results from assay for better clarity to readers. Also, some sentences need to make simpler. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and well drafted. It clearly describes comprehensive research with sufficient supportive data. The result is well written with data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are overall sufficient but many references are very old and some are decade old which should be replaced with more recent references.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor improvements should be made in the manuscript:
· A few sentences are lengthy or complex and can be made simpler for ease of reviewer and readers.

· Address minor formatting issues such as spacing (e.g., “1.Introduction” should be “1. Introduction”) and punctuation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Not Applicable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there is no ethical issues in this manuscript. 
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, there is no competing interest in this manuscript. 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected.
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Minor Revision: (9)
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