Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Archives of Current Research International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ACRI_148159

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EXPLORING GLYCOSIDES FOR USE AS MEDICINES: A REVIEW

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	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 manuscript provides a comprehensive and up-to-date overview of glycosides used as medicinal agents, summarizing their pharmacological roles, structural diversity, and registration in major international pharmacopoeias. Such a review is highly valuable because glycoside-based drugs are gaining increasing attention in drug discovery, particularly in oncology, antiviral therapy, and cardiology. By compiling information from multiple pharmacopoeias and highlighting both marketed and investigational glycosides, the work fills an important gap in the literature. It offers a useful resource for researchers, pharmacists, and medicinal chemists who are exploring carbohydrate-based therapeutics and seeking to understand their clinical relevance.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.

Optional alternative title (if the reviewer prefers suggesting):
“A Comprehensive Review of Glycosides as Pharmacologically Active Agents and Their Representation in Global Pharmacopoeias”

	

	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 generally clear and informative, providing a good overview of the aims, methodology, and main findings of the review. However, it could be strengthened by:

· Adding a clearer statement on the significance of glycosides in modern drug development.

· Briefly mentioning the main pharmacopoeias analyzed.

· Reducing repeated statements about the number of publications to improve conciseness.

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but could benefit from minor refinement for clarity and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and presents information in a coherent and well-referenced manner. The pharmacological descriptions, mechanisms of action, and structural classifications of glycosides are accurate and supported by recent literature. The review successfully integrates information from various pharmacopoeias, which enhances its scientific relevance. Minor improvements could include additional critical discussion comparing therapeutic advantages and limitations of different glycosides.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and generally up to date, with many citations from 2020–2025. They appropriately support the statements throughout the manuscript. No major additional references are required, though the authors may consider adding more comparative studies on pharmacopoeial standards or recent reviews on carbohydrate-based drug development if desired.


	

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


	The English language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally well-written, although a few sentences in the introduction and discussion could be streamlined to remove redundancy. Minor editing for style and clarity is recommended but not essential.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript would benefit from including the figures referenced in the text (e.g., Figures 1–3), as they are missing in the submitted file.

· Adding summary tables for (1) pharmacopoeia comparison and (2) drug classifications would greatly enhance readability.

· The methodology section could be expanded slightly to clarify the screening process and inclusion criteria.

· Overall, this is a well-constructed and valuable review that merits publication after minor revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The work is a literature-based review and does not involve human participants, animals, clinical data, or experimental procedures requiring ethical approval. All sources appear to be properly cited, and no ethical misconduct is apparent.
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