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	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.


	1. This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it explores the antioxidant potential of Sinopodophyllum hexandrum, a high-altitude medicinal plant.
2. The study provides reliable data on its bioactive properties, contributing to the growing body of evidence on natural antioxidants.

3. The findings not only enrich ethnopharmacological knowledge but also highlight the plant’s potential application in the development of novel therapeutic agents against oxidative stress-related disorders.

4. This research strengthens provide the link between traditional medicinal practices and modern drug discovery, paving the way for future pharmacological, toxicological, and clinical investigations.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable
	

	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.


	1. Yes, the abstract of your article is comprehensive.
2. Clearly introduces Sinopodophyllum hexandrum as a high-value medicinal plant.

3. Mentions the three antioxidant assays applied (DPPH, superoxide anion, reducing power).

4. Provides specific IC₅₀ values, which strengthens the scientific rigor.

5. Highlights conservation importance, which adds broader relevance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.

1. The study design is sound, using well-established antioxidant assays (DPPH, superoxide anion scavenging, reducing power assay) that are internationally recognized for evaluating free radical scavenging potential.

2. The methodology is described in sufficient detail to allow reproducibility, including extraction procedure, solvent system, assay protocols, controls, and calculations.

3. The results are presented with IC₅₀ values and dose-dependent trends, which are appropriate indicators of antioxidant efficacy.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and sufficient to support the methodology and findings, and several are reasonably recent.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, grammatically correct, and written in a formal scientific tone, which makes it appropriate for academic publishing.
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