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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 paper discusses the pharmacological potential of a plant that hasn't been well studied in neuropharmacology: Gladiolus aequinoctialis corm extract. Research into natural compounds that may have antidepressant properties is very important because there is a global need for less expensive and safer substitutes for manufactured medications. Such investigations could provide important insights into ethnopharmacology and drug discovery if they are well-designed and backed up by phytochemical and mechanistic evidence. Consequently, this work is significant to the scientific community, so long as methodological clarity and rigor are enhanced.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	It might be enhanced by being more succinct and concentrated on the study's primary finding. Alternative title suggestion: “Antidepressant Activity of Ethanol Extract of Gladiolus aequinoctialis Corms in Wistar Rats”.
	

	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.


	Because it omits important methodological information (animal model, dosages, sample size, and control medication) and fails to provide numerical results or statistical significance, the abstract is incomplete. The conclusion lacks specific data backing and is very broad. Make the conclusion evidence-based and provide important experimental details and major results with p-values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript's scientific soundness is lacking although it is correct. The lack of a standard antidepressant control, the ambiguity of the depression model, the lack of phytochemical characterization, the lack of statistical information, and the lack of mechanistic basis for the observed action are the main problems. These flaws restrict how reliable the results can be.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many of the references are out of date and insufficient. Included should be recent research (within the previous 5–7 years) on phytochemical profiling, plant-based medicines, and conventional depression models. 
	

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


	The quality of the language and English is not up to par for academic communication. The paper has long, poorly constructed sentences, grammatical faults, and imprecise terminology. To increase readability and clarity, meticulous editing and expert proofreading are required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) Although an ethanol extract is used in the study, no chemical profiling or phytochemical screening (e.g., HPLC, GC-MS, FTIR, LC-MS, NMR) is provided.

2) It is not scientifically sound to attribute antidepressant effects without identifying bioactive chemicals. Comparison with a typical medication (fluoxetine, imipramine, sertraline, etc.) is required in antidepressant models. The antidepressant claim cannot be validated without a positive control.

3) The depression model that was employed (the Forced Swim Test, Tail Suspension Test, Chronic Mild Stress, etc.) is not made explicit in the text. There is no justification given for the choice of model. The experimental design is compromised by unclear methodology.

4) Pilot toxicity data, LD₅₀ estimates, and previous research do not support extract doses. Preliminary safety and dose optimization are necessary for appropriate pharmacological research.

5) There are claims of antidepressant effect, but no measurements of biochemical markers (dopamine, serotonin, corticosterone, and oxidative stress markers) were made.

6) No physiological indicators, such as serotonin, dopamine, corticosterone, or oxidative stress enzymes, were gathered; only behavioral data was. Pharmacological action cannot be claimed based solely on behavioral testing. Without mechanistic proof, the pharmacological assertion is only surface-level.

7) The statistical tests (ANOVA, t-test, and post-hoc) that were used are not specified in the text. Credibility is weakened when p-values, error margins, or confidence intervals are absent.

8) No toxicological information is available. There is no research on acute or sub-chronic toxicity. Prior to making claims about pharmacological action, safety evaluation is required.

9) No effort was made to relate the results to neuropharmacological causes (oxidative stress pathways, neuroplasticity, monoaminergic hypothesis). No comparison with comparable research on antidepressants derived from plants.
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