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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 manuscript provides important scientific validation of the traditional use of Picralima nitida seeds as an anti-inflammatory agent. It highlights the plant’s safety, efficacy, and bioactive compounds, offering potential for developing affordable therapies and strengthening the link between traditional medicine and modern pharmacology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Clear about the plant studied and its activity. It would be good if could mention the extract type (aqueous) and the biological model (mammals).


	

	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.


	States the aim, methods, results, and conclusion clearly. Mentions phytochemical screening, toxicity, and pharmacological findings. Highlights the comparison with indomethacin. Overly detailed methodological steps. Specific edema inhibition rate and LD₅₀ > 5000 mg/kg result could be included to make it strong.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of experimental design, methodology, and interpretation of results. The toxicity study follows OECD guidelines, the anti-inflammatory model used is appropriate, and the findings are consistent with existing pharmacological knowledge of plant extracts. However, the conclusions should be presented more cautiously, as the study is limited to rodent models and qualitative phytochemical screening without quantitative analysis. Overall, the work is valid and provides supportive evidence for the traditional use of Picralima nitida, but it would benefit from clearer statistical presentation, cautious interpretation, and minor corrections to references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but not sufficiently recent, with most dating before 2020 and only a few from 2018–2019. For a 2025 submission, more up-to-date sources on anti-inflammatory medicinal plants, phytochemistry, and toxicology should be included. Formatting inconsistencies and missing details also need correction. Overall, the reference list is adequate but requires updating and refinement.
	

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


	Overall, yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Inconsistent spacing before colons
2. Table headings sometimes lack proper spacing: Table1 should be “Table 1”.
3. Capitalization inconsistencies (eg: “Chemicals : in addition...” should be "Chemicals: In addition...")
4. Typos / word errors (eg: “Traitment / traitement” in Table 3 should be “Treatment”)

5. Units & symbols (“9 ‰ NaCl” usually written as “0.9% NaCl” ‰ , “LD₅₀” sometimes written correctly, sometimes just “LD50”. Needs consistency.)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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