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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 addresses the critical global challenge of age-related diseases by documenting traditional knowledge of medicinal plants used in specific regions of India. Compiling this ethnopharmacological knowledge is valuable for preserving cultural heritage and identifying potential candidates for further scientific investigation into novel therapies for geriatric conditions like dementia, diabetes, and osteoporosis. It underscores the potential of natural products as sources for drug discovery and development targeting the needs of an aging population. Furthermore, it highlights the importance of biodiversity conservation for future healthcare solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Ethnopharmacological Survey of Medicinal Plants Used for Age-Related Ailments in Selected Regions of India". This better reflects the cataloging nature of the current work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Briefly mention the method (literature review + limited field survey in specific Indian states).

· State the number of plants documented (30).

· Mention the key findings beyond just documenting use (e.g., most common plant part used – leaves, stems, fruits etc).

· Clearly state the main weakness inherent in the study type: that it documents traditional use and phytochemical classes only (as the study did not provide evidence for efficacy or delve into specific bioactive compounds or mechanisms.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It presents factual descriptions of traditional uses and phytochemical classes as reported in the cited sources. However, it lacks scientific rigor in its methodology, critical analysis, and depth of discussion. Key scientific aspects are missing:

· No critical evaluation of the evidence supporting the traditional claims.

· No discussion of mechanisms linking phytochemicals to effects.

· Methodology is superficial and that undermines reproducibility and reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. The references are a major weakness.

· The study relied heavily on sources describing traditional use or basic phytochemistry. Lacks references to robust pharmacological studies (in vitro, in vivo), clinical trials, or reviews critically evaluating the evidence for these plants specifically for geriatric diseases.

· Lacks sufficient references to key, high-impact reviews or primary research from the last 5 years in reputable journals.
Add references supporting the mechanisms of aging/disease and how plant compounds might intervene such as reviews on antioxidants in neurodegeneration, anti-diabetic mechanisms of plant compounds, osteogenic phytochemicals.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally understandable but requires significant improvement for scholarly communication.

The writing lacks the critical tone expected in scientific literature.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript currently tries to cover too much (30 plants, multiple diseases) superficially. Consider focusing on fewer plants/diseases with greater depth on mechanisms and evidence, or explicitly frame it only as an ethnobotanical survey without overreaching claims about therapeutic approaches/bioactives.
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