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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 contributes to the growing body of research exploring the pharmacological potential of medicinal plants with gastroprotective activity. The study provides experimental evidence supporting the traditional use of Petiveria alliacea for gastrointestinal disorders. Its findings may encourage further investigations into plant-based agents as safer alternatives to conventional antiulcer drugs. The results also add value to ethnopharmacological documentation and may serve as a reference for future mechanistic or formulation studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Gastroprotective Activity of the Hydroethanolic Leaf Extract of Petiveria alliacea L. in Wistar Rats,” is clear and adequately reflects the scope and content of the research. It directly indicates the plant studied, the extract type, and the biological model used.
Alternative suggestion (optional):
“Evaluation of the Gastroprotective Effect of Hydroethanolic Extract of Petiveria alliacea Leaves in Ethanol-Induced Gastric Ulcer in 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.


	The abstract is informative and covers the essential elements of the study, including background, methods, main results, and conclusion. However, it is slightly too long and contains excessive numerical detail that could be simplified. It would be clearer if the authors shortened the methodology description and emphasized the novelty or implication of the results in the final sentences. Deleting some of the repetitive data values and summarizing the dose-dependent trend would improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design generally follows standard protocols for ulcer induction and evaluation, and the results are consistent with the presented objectives. However, the number of animals per group (n=3) is relatively low and may limit the robustness of statistical conclusions. Ethical approval details and histological analysis are missing and should be added. Despite these limitations, the data trend supports the stated conclusion, indicating a valid though preliminary scientific finding.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely adequate and include relevant studies on antiulcer and antioxidant activity of medicinal plants. Some citations are duplicated or inconsistent in style and should be standardized. It would strengthen the discussion to include more recent references (post-2020) concerning the pharmacological effects of Petiveria alliacea or related species. Suggested additions include recent works on oxidative stress modulation in gastroprotection and plant-based cytoprotective mechanisms.
	

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


	The English writing is understandable and generally appropriate for scientific communication. Nevertheless, minor grammatical corrections and stylistic improvements are needed to enhance fluency and reduce redundancy. A light professional language edit or proofreading is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript presents relevant experimental findings that align with the global interest in developing plant-based gastroprotective agents. The study design is straightforward and the results show a clear dose-dependent protective effect of Petiveria alliacea extract, which supports its traditional use. However, some methodological details require clarification, particularly regarding ethical approval, sample size justification, and the absence of histological or biochemical confirmation of mucosal protection.
The discussion could also be more concise and better focused on how the findings compare with similar studies on medicinal plants. The authors are encouraged to simplify the abstract, unify the reference formatting, and perform minor English editing to improve readability. With these revisions, the paper could make a valuable contribution to preclinical pharmacology and natural product research.
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