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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The authors have done an interesting work for the 
manuscript entitled “Effects of a Hydro-ethanolic 
Extract of Scoparia dulcis on Systemic Inflammation 
and Cachexia in an Allergic Asthma Model”. They 
described the preliminary data about the beneficial 
effects of plant extracts of SDE in some parameters 
whose alteration is related with systemic inflammation 
as occurs in the chronic allergic lung diseases. This 
makes this plant extract as potential therapeutic agent 
in the management of allergic asthma or chronic 
obstructive pulmonary diseases, however, authors 
need to address the following important concerns: 

 
-It seems, according with the information in the 
Introduction section, that available data on the usage of 
SDE in the traditional management of allergic asthma 
and chronic obstructive pulmonary diseases are 
anecdotal. Authors should complete this point and 
clarify the reasons of its limited use and if this could be 
related with adverse effects in humans. 
 
-In this work, the authors analyze the effects of hydro-
ethanolic extract of SDE in an ovalbumin-induced 
allergic guinea-pig asthma model by the measure of 
some biomarkers of systemic inflammation as well as 
changes in body weight. But what symptoms present 
these animals to the respiratory tract level and more 
importantly could SDE extracts reverse them? 

 
-The point 3.1 of the result section must be completed. 
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The authors should include a Table that shows in detail 
the phytochemical screening of SDE.  
 
-The discussion section needs to be completed. The 
authors should explain in detail the advantages and 
disadvantages of hydro-ethanolic extract of SDE 
versus prednisolone and other drugs routinely used in 
the treatment of chronic allergic lung diseases.  
 
-The authors should check carefully the abbreviations 
of the manuscript. Abbreviations should be defined at 
the first occurrence in the text. 
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Minor  REVISION comments 
 

This work has a number of minor comments that 
should be considered: 
 
-Abstract line 1: replace “COPD” for “chronic 
obstructive pulmonary diseases”. 
 
-Line 19: insert coma after and before “therefore”. 
 
-Line 20: replace “progress” for “progression”. 
 
-Line 23: define COPD. 
 
-Line 25: using “Unfortunately” instead “Moreover”. 
 
-Line 25: replace “therapy is” for “therapies are”. 
 
-Line 26: replace “It is therefore...” for “Thus, it is...” 
 
-Line 31: remove “therefore”. 
 
-Line 38, 43, 44, 49, 247, 252 and 261: replace 
“Scoparia dulcis” for “SDE”. 
 
-Line 172: replace “in defending the body against...” for 
“in the body defence against...” 
 
-Line 180: insert coma after and before “therefore”. 
 
-Line 181: define WBCs. 
 
-Line 209: replace “C-reactive proteins” for “CRP”. 
 
-Line 220: replace “is said” for “seems”. 
 
-Line 221: remove “therefore”. 
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-Line 223: using “Interestingly” instead “Also”. 
 
-Line 224: replace “is said” for “seems”. 
 
-Line 231-234: Clarify what you are trying to say. This 
last sentence should be rewritten. 
 
-Line 235: remove “Again”. 
 
-Line 241: replace “reactive oxygen species” for “ROS”. 
 
-Line 252: replace “…implies it has the potential of 
scavenging…” for ““… could scavenge…”. 
 
-Line 262: replace “;” for “,”. 
 
-The manuscript requires extensive revision of the 
English language (both grammar and vocabulary). 

Optional /General  comments  
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