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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.


	This study addresses the antioxidant efficacy of Sinopodophyllum hexandrum, a plant of high pharmacological and ecological significance. Considering the growing interest in natural antioxidants for managing oxidative stress–related disorders, the findings contribute valuable data for both pharmaceutical and nutraceutical research. Additionally, since S. hexandrum is an endangered Himalayan species, the manuscript highlights the dual importance of therapeutic potential and conservation. Overall, the work is relevant for researchers in phytochemistry, pharmacognosy, and drug discovery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and reflects the scope of the study. However, to make it more precise, I suggest: “Antioxidant Potential of Hydro-Methanolic Rhizome Extracts of Sinopodophyllum hexandrum: Implications for Therapeutic and Conservation Strategies”
	

	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.
	The abstract is well-structured, covering the objective, methodology, key results, and significance. However, it could be slightly improved by: Adding the number of assays performed directly in one sentence (to improve clarity) And  Briefly mentioning conservation implications in the last line to reinforce.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is adequately described, with proper controls and replicates. Statistical analysis (ANOVA, p < 0.05) has been applied appropriately. Results are consistent with standard antioxidant evaluation practices. The discussion effectively connects the findings with previous studies and explains variations in IC₅₀ values. Scientifically, the manuscript is sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and mostly recent (2020–2024), with appropriate coverage of related literature. A few older references are used for classical methods, which is acceptable. Authors may consider adding one or two more recent reviews on natural antioxidants and conservation strategies for endangered medicinal plants (for broader context).
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and comprehensible English. Minor grammatical refinements would improve the overall flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Minor typographical errors (e.g., spacing, capitalization of species names) should be carefully checked.
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