Response to Reviewer’s Comment-1
Dear Reviewer
Thanks for your valuable suggestion and remarks. I have gone through all raise points carefully and modified the manuscript accordingly by track changing. I have also tried to minimize the similarity of whole manuscript as well as English error. I hope you will find now acceptable and interesting. 
Authors
The authors investigated the precise hepatoprotective mechanism of CPS.
The objective had been reached probably, however, the results and methods needs more
intensive justification. Several notes are summarized below for better version of paper.
Major Points:
· The abstract is not clear.
Response: Yes I am agreeing and modified accordingly, now abstract is clear and understandable.
The authors have not done proper literature study. It is suggested to refer to newly published papers and improve the literature study With regard to metaheuristics, there is no proper literature. The authors should conduct a detailed literature study.
Response: I have modified and replaced old reference with new references as per reviewer suggestion.
· The authors should add Motivation behind the main contributions.
· Need a flowchart to show the proposed method.
Response: Thanks for your valuable comments and accordingly I have added the diagram/flow chart in methodology section.
· There is no proper information about the datasets. There is no citations for the datasets.
Response: I am sorry to understand this query because it is not a survey study or neither review article. In our study, the original data is already embedded in the manuscript text.
The introduction section can be substantially improved with a better explanation and motivation of why the problem being solved is relevant for broader readers. Significantly, the broader readers will be interested in knowing why they should care about the proposed work.
Response: I appreciate the reviewer comments and I improved the introduction section with open, clear, and broad objective for wider readers.
The authors should to include the following research work in the literature survey for better improvement: as a reference:
ü An Efficient Strategy for Blood Diseases Detection Based on Grey Wolf Optimization
as Feature Selection and Machine Learning Techniques 
speed control of three phase induction motor using neural network
Response: I respectfully disagree about these references citation in my manuscript because it is not suitable for this study. This reference seems to be computer specialized study, which is not related to our study.
Conclusion should be improved and have concluding remarks regarding the findings of the work.
Response: Thanks for valuable comments and I have modified in the conclusion and highlighted in red color. 
Please add a new table that indicates a precise value of parameters of all considered methods. Additionally, there are lots of grammatical mistakes and typo errors.
Response: I have corrected the all grammatical mistakes and typo errors with the help of English editing tools.
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