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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.


	Here the antioxidant and radical scavenging potential of Artocarpus heterophyllus seed extract has explored using some in-vitro assays. The use of plant-based antioxidants are progressively studied because of their significance in inhibiting oxidative stress-related disorders, and therefore such studies contribute to the wider understanding of naturally bioactive compounds. These results may also inspire further studies on the phytochemical and pharmacological investigations. However, the article requires important improvement to serve the scientific community efficiently, in precision, procedure, and data presentation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the current title of the article is partially suitable but does not fully reveal the scope of assays conducted.
Suggested alternative title: “In Vitro Antioxidant and Radical Scavenging Activities of Artocarpus heterophyllus Seed Extract”.
	

	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 comprises crucial data but shows inconsistencies in EC50 values when compared to the main text. Some of the sentences are grammatically incorrect, and interpretations appear inflated without supporting any phytochemical or in vivo data. So, I suggest that the abstract should be revised for clearness, precision, and brief representation of results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript represents significant in-vitro assays; however, some issues need correction:

· The voucher specimen and extraction yield details of the plants are missing.

· Important experimental details like controls, concentrations, stock solution preparations are contradictorily described.

· Figures are not provided suitably and lack statistical representations.

· The discussion section contains repetition and insufficient comparison with existing literature.

· Claims linking activity to phytochemicals are not supported by any phytochemical quantification data.

Substantial methodological and interpretational improvements are necessary.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partly acceptable but many are outdated (some older than 20–30 years). There is irregularity in referencing style and formatting. Some citations have incorrect journal names and contain typographical errors. My suggestion for authors to update the reference list with more current research on Artocarpus heterophyllus antioxidant properties.
	

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


	No. The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, unclear phrases, and incorrect scientific terms. I recommend extensive English editing by a professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures must be submitted in high quality with clear legends, axis labels, and statistical indications.
· EC50 values should be summarized in a table for easier comparison.
· A section on phytochemical quantification should be added to justify discussions related to phenolics/flavonoids.
· The conclusion should be toned down and restricted to the evidence generated from in-vitro assays.
· The discussion should be restructured to avoid repetition and include mechanistic insights linked to literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are no major ethical issues in the manuscript. However, authors should clarify plant collection permissions and provide the herbarium voucher number for authentication.
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