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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 case report is valuable as it documents a rare and fatal instance of Bryophyllum pinnatum toxicity in humans, highlighting the potential risks associated with self-administration of herbal remedies. While Bryophyllum is traditionally recognized for its medicinal benefits, this manuscript provides critical clinical evidence on its potential systemic toxicity, particularly in patients with pre-existing cardiovascular disease. Such reports are crucial for raising clinical awareness, improving diagnostic suspicion, and guiding future toxicological research into bufadienolide-containing plants. The case also underscores the importance of pharmacovigilance in ethnomedicine and contributes to the growing discourse on herbal medicine safety evaluation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is concise, informative, and directly reflects the content of the manuscript. However, to enhance clarity and scientific precision, a slightly modified title is suggested:
Suggested Title: “Fatal Systemic Toxicity Following Ingestion of Bryophyllum pinnatum Leaves: A Clinical Case Report.” This modification incorporates the plant’s scientific name and specifies “systemic toxicity,” aligning it with current medical journal titling standards.
	

	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 adequately summarizes the case but lacks structural balance and fails to emphasize the toxicological mechanism. It should follow a clear structure — Background, Case Presentation, Management, and Conclusion. The inclusion of excessive management details detracts from clarity. The authors are encouraged to:

· Clearly define the temporal relationship between ingestion and onset of symptoms.

· Emphasize the probable mechanism of toxicity (bufadienolide-induced cardiotoxicity and metabolic acidosis).

· Conclude with a concise statement on clinical implications or preventive measures.

Suggested revision: Condense treatment details and include toxicological interpretation to make the abstract more focused and scientifically informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a logical case description supported by relevant clinical data. However, several scientific limitations should be addressed:

1. Lack of toxicological confirmation: No biochemical or chromatographic analysis (e.g., LC-MS/MS) of plasma or gastric content to confirm bufadienolide presence.

2. Absence of causality assessment: The discussion should integrate standardized causality tools such as the Naranjo Scale or WHO-UMC Causality Assessment for herbal toxicity.

3. Incomplete discussion of pathophysiology: The manuscript should elaborate on how bufadienolides can induce cardiotoxicity, arrhythmias, and metabolic acidosis via Na⁺/K⁺-ATPase inhibition.

4. Lack of differential diagnosis: Possible confounding causes (e.g., sepsis secondary to other etiologies, medication-induced effects) should be discussed.

In summary, while the case is interesting and clinically relevant, it requires deeper mechanistic discussion and integration of current toxicological frameworks to enhance scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderately sufficient but need improvement in both currency and completeness. Some are repetitive and lack citation consistency. Additionally, remove duplicate entries (e.g., Sharma et al., 2024 appears twice) and ensure uniform citation formatting consistent with journal requirements.
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate linguistic revision. The English is understandable but contains multiple grammatical errors, inconsistent tenses, and non-scientific phrasing. For example, “He was consumed about 3 to 4 bryophyllum leaves” should be revised to “He consumed approximately 3 to 4 leaves of Bryophyllum pinnatum.”
The authors are encouraged to seek professional English editing to achieve clarity, conciseness, and adherence to academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  The figures/tables are clear, but legends should be more descriptive, e.g., specify the meaning of abbreviations in Table 2 (e.g., “ica,” “HCT”).

  Discussion should compare this case with previously reported toxicities in humans or animals.

  Consider adding a schematic flow of clinical progression to visually summarize the sequence of toxicity.

  The conclusion should stress preventive education regarding the unsupervised use of herbal remedies.
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