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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 study provides valuable pharmacological insight into Diospyros malabarica, a traditionally used medicinal plant with broad therapeutic potential. The systematic evaluation of its methanolic leaf extract (MEDM) against cancer, microbial infections, sickle cell disease, and neuropharmacological parameters fills a crucial gap in ethnopharmacological research. The integrated in vitro and in vivo findings not only support traditional claims but also provide a foundation for future drug discovery from phytochemicals. Such work is relevant to global scientific communities focused on natural product pharmacology, alternative medicine, and drug development for resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content and scope of the paper. It is informative, concise, and includes key pharmacological properties studied. However, for appropriateness I will suggest “Therapeutic Potential of Diospyros malabarica Methanolic Leaf Extract: Evidence of Anticancer, Antimicrobial, Antisickling, and Sedative Effects.”
	

	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 clearly summarizes objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. The numerical data provided (e.g., % inhibition, reversal, etc.) improve scientific precision.
Suggested improvement:

· Include specific p-values or statistical significance indicators to reinforce credibility.

· Clarify “neuropharmacological” results (sedative vs. antidepressant-like) to avoid interpretive ambiguity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study follows standard protocols for phytochemical, antimicrobial, anticancer, and behavioral assays. The results are reproducible, and mechanistic interpretations are supported by literature.
Minor issues:

· Statistical analyses should move beyond Excel; standard tests (ANOVA, Tukey, etc.) should be mentioned explicitly.

· In vivo sample size (n=5 per group) is acceptable but should include justification or a statement of power calculation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most citations are from 2023–2024, aligning with recent work by the authors’ group and related studies
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and coherent but contains minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., tense shifts, plural/singular mismatches).
Examples:

· Replace “was gathered” with “were collected.”

· “Cells were placed in 24-well plates and treated…” should remain in the same tense.
A professional English edit is recommended for fluency


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study is impressive in its scope, spanning multiple pharmacological dimensions.

· Figures and tables are clear, but it would benefit from inclusion of dose–response graphs (for anticancer and antisickling tests) to visualize trends.

· The discussion effectively links biochemical mechanisms with observed pharmacological outcomes.

· Future directions (isolation, structural elucidation of active compounds) are appropriately suggested.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No, there are no ethical issues.
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