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	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. There is a concern about the reliability of the sources of the data. More details on how many documents were retrieved in the literature search process; and how many were excluded.
2. In the discussion, the statement "The use of herbal medicines to provide protection to liver is becoming a better alternative rather than the imported drugs that have; presented with many side effects, are quiet expensive and less reliable" is not appropriate because data on efficacy and effectiveness are not available. Such statement should be written in a presumptive way (e.g. using the words "might be", A recommendation to conduct clinical randomized control trial comparing the herbal medicines with the imported drugs is need here.
3. Why are histopathological images included in this? What's the reference for it.
4. This content doesn't have any methodology of review writing. It must be included.
5. Legends of the figures are not appropriate; it must contain all details and uniformity.
6. Copyright clearance of each image is required.
7. Syntax corrections are plenty, not suitable for publication directly.
8. All references must stick to the recommended referencing by the journal's guidelines.


	Data sources are emphasised





This part has been corrected







histopathological images were included in error and have been removed 


Methodology of review writing have been followed


Legends have been updated


Included images do not require copywright clearance.

Syntax errors corrected

Referencing style conforms to the journal’s referencing style.
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