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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 addresses an important area of research, namely the pharmacological validation of Picralima nitida, a plant traditionally used in African medicine. Investigating its anti-inflammatory properties provides valuable evidence supporting ethnomedicinal knowledge and offers potential alternatives to synthetic drugs. The study contributes to the broader effort of developing accessible, safe, and affordable treatments for inflammatory conditions, particularly in low-resource settings. Moreover, the work aligns with the global need to explore natural products for drug discovery. However, the current version requires substantial improvements in scientific rigor, clarity, and contextualization before being considered for publication in a high-impact international journal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Anti-inflammatory Effect of an Aqueous Extract of Picralima nitida (Apocynaceae) Seeds in Mammals” is too broad and unspecific.
Suggested alternative:
· “Evaluation of the Anti-inflammatory and Phytochemical Properties of Picralima nitida (Apocynaceae) Seed Aqueous Extract in Rodent Models”

This revised title is more precise, reflects both the pharmacological and phytochemical aspects, and specifies the experimental model.


	

	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.


	· Strengths: Clear aim, methodology, and conclusion are presented. The mention of toxicity, phytochemical groups, and comparison with indomethacin strengthens its scientific value.

· Weaknesses:

· The abstract is overly descriptive and lengthy.

· Numerical data are reported but lack statistical values (e.g., exact p-values).

· The final sentence introduces cardiovascular effects (blood pressure, cardiac activity), which is irrelevant to the study and should be removed.

Suggestions:
· Shorten the abstract to focus strictly on aims, methods, key results, and main conclusion.

· Add quantitative statistical outcomes (e.g., “EAPn inhibited inflammation by 78% at 4h, p<0.001”).

· Avoid speculative statements not supported by the data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The experimental design is acceptable, using carrageenan-induced paw edema as a validated model.

· Toxicity testing follows OECD 423 guidelines, which is appropriate.

· However, major limitations exist:

· Lack of dose-response analysis (only one EAPn dose tested).

· Absence of mechanistic assays (e.g., cytokine measurement, COX inhibition, oxidative stress markers).

· Statistical analysis is basic; effect sizes and confidence intervals are missing.

· Discussion is repetitive and not sufficiently critical.

The manuscript is scientifically correct in principle but remains preliminary and descriptive. Stronger mechanistic evidence is required for publication in high-impact journals.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Many references are outdated (e.g., WHO 2014, Bokota 2007, theses not indexed internationally).

  Several citations are from local theses or conference reports, which do not meet high-impact journal standards.

  More recent and high-quality references should be incorporated, especially from indexed journals in Journal of Ethnopharmacology, Phytomedicine, Frontiers in Pharmacology, or Plants (MDPI).


	

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


	· The manuscript is understandable but not polished.

· Frequent grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., “effects are similar to indomethacin” should be “effects were comparable to those of indomethacin”).

· Overuse of passive voice and repetitive phrases.

· Requires thorough language editing by a native English speaker or professional editing service.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables are not well presented (e.g., Table formatting inconsistent, units sometimes unclear).

· A graphical abstract or schematic of proposed mechanism would enhance impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Ethical approval is stated but not adequately detailed (no institutional review board number). This must be clarified.
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