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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 research brings a significant contribution to the scientific community, especially in the field of neuroscience and the development of alternative herbal therapies. Amid the increasing prevalence of mood disorders such as depression and anxiety, natural approaches such as the use of Centella lujica offer an attractive alternative. The authors manage to combine behavioral and histological approaches to demonstrate the therapeutic potential of this plant in the context of chronic stress models, which are very relevant in today's medical world. With a comprehensive experimental approach, the results of this study have the potential to open up new avenues in the development of complementary therapies for neuropsychiatric disorders.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is quite informative and represents the content of the research directly. So, there is no need to change the title of the article.
	

	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.


	Article abstracts in general already include important elements of research, ranging from background, objectives, methods, to main results and conclusions. However, it would be better if the author simplified some parts to make them easier to digest, especially sentences that are too long. The addition of brief information about histological results can also strengthen the summary of the benefits of this supplement.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, this manuscript is considered quite solid. Animal models, intervention doses, and behavioral test protocols are appropriate and commonly used in pre-clinical research. The use of CUMS (Chronic Unpredictable Mild Stress) as a validation model is quite appropriate to test the effects of antidepressants and anxiolytics. In addition, the inclusion of histological data strengthens the interpretation of the neuroprotective effects of Centella lujica.
However, it would be better if the author added a more in-depth explanation regarding the specific mechanism of action of the active substances present in Centella lujica, especially if it is associated with the regulation of the central nervous system (e.g. the role of BDNF, GABA, etc.).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are quite numerous and relevant, with the majority of references coming from the last 5 years. This shows that this research is within the framework of current knowledge. However, the authors could add references from translational studies that are closer to clinical applications in humans.


	

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


	In general, the use of English is quite good and understandable. Some parts can be further simplified so that they are not too dense or technical. Light grammar corrections are suggested in a few paragraphs in the "Discussion" section.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Images and graphics are quite informative, but it is best to give additional explanations in the image caption (figure legend) to improve readability.
· Some terms such as "viable basophilia" may need clarification as they can be confusing for non-histologist readers.
· Authors may consider adding a research workflow diagram to make it easier to understand the experimental design.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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