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	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 present communication is the need of the hour as the cases of anxiety, insomnia and depression are increasing day by day and it needs a safe and effective herbal remedy. Hence such ethno botanical studies may give lead for further research of herbal drugs.
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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PART  3: 

	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Ravikrishna.S , S.D.M.College of Ayurveda, Hospital and Research Centre, India 
Page 1 of 3
V180326

