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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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the neuroprotective potential of Centella asiatica. By utilizing advanced DNA barcoding techniques and identifying bioactive compounds through cell-based assays, the study strengthens the scientific foundation for its application in neurodegenerative disease treatments. The demonstration of significant acetylcholinesterase inhibitory and neurotrophic effects in preliminary screenings exhibits C. asiatica's therapeutic promise. This research contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting herbal plants as viable alternatives or complements to conventional neuropharmacological treatments.
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	There are typographical errors and inconsistent use of scientific terms, such as "neurdegenative" instead of "neurodegenerative," Tand inconsistent italicization of Centella asiatica. Methodological details are insufficient in some areas, including limited information on sample replicates and controls in assays like TLC and neurite outgrowth. Statistical methods are mentioned but lack clarity, particularly regarding adjustments for multiple comparisons. Figures are missing essential details, such as representative morphological images (Figure 1A) and scale bars in microscopy images, while figure legends need more comprehensive explanations. The study focuses on the butanol extract's activity but does not provide enough comparative detail on why other extracts performed poorly. Additionally, the discussion does not adequately address limitations, such as the high IC50 value or the challenges posed by phytochemical variability in plant extracts.
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