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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.


	The manuscript holds meaningful value for the scientific community because it brings together two domains that are often studied separately—the molecular intricacies of the NF-κB pathway and the therapeutic potential of traditional medicinal plants. By synthesizing scattered evidence on how specific phytochemicals modulate NF-κB signaling, the paper provides researchers with a clearer, mechanism-based rationale for exploring plant-derived compounds as safer alternatives to long-term anti-inflammatory drugs. At a time when chronic inflammation underlies a wide spectrum of public health burdens—from metabolic diseases to neurodegeneration—this type of integrative review helps bridge conventional pharmacology with emerging natural interventions. The manuscript also encourages further translational work, highlighting knowledge gaps that can guide future experimental, clinical and drug-development research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Phyto-therapeutic Targeting of NF-κB Pathway in Inflammation-Linked Disorders,” is conceptually aligned with the manuscript, but it does not fully reflect the strong focus on five specific medicinal plants and their mechanistic actions. The title feels slightly broad. Suggested title “Mechanistic Perspectives on NF-κB Inhibition by Eclipta, Ginger, Shatavari, Amla, and Vasaka in Inflammation-Linked Diseases”
	

	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 mentions the focus on five plants but does not explicitly state the review’s aim (e.g., to summarize phytochemical mechanisms or evaluate evidence). A clear purpose statement would strengthen it.Even for narrative reviews, abstracts generally mention the approach (literature-based, mechanistic analysis, time frame, or scope). Adding one line about search strategy or evidence sources would improve transparency.The abstract ends by emphasizing relevance but could more explicitly convey what the review adds—such as mechanistic insights, therapeutic implications, or future research directions.

While the mention of additional herbs is useful, it slightly distracts from the core focus. Consider shortening or deleting this part to keep the abstract tighter.Minor inconsistencies (e.g., “Zingiber officinalis” vs. “Zingiber officinale”) should be corrected for scientific accuracy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is built on scientifically recognized concepts. Several explanations rely heavily on general statements without consistently distinguishing between in-vitro, in-vivo, and clinical findings. Some mechanistic details presented for individual plants appear simplified and should be better supported with citations or clearer differentiation between experimental data and traditional use. In some sections, phrasing implies causal certainty where existing research only shows preliminary or associative evidence.The manuscript occasionally mixes molecular mechanisms with traditional knowledge without specifying the evidence hierarchy, which may lead to overinterpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a substantial number of references, many of which are recent (2020–2024) and relevant to NF-κB biology, inflammation, and phytochemical mechanisms.
	

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


	Refining sentence construction, ensuring consistent terminology, and adopting a more formal academic tone will help the review meet publication standards. Several sections contain grammatical errors, inconsistent sentence structure, and abrupt shifts in tone that interrupt the academic flow. At times, the writing becomes overly descriptive or informal, which dilutes the clarity expected in a scientific review. There are also instances of repetitive phrasing, incorrect botanical naming conventions, and imprecise transitions between ideas.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Improving the flow between sections and avoiding redundancy will strengthen the manuscript. Additionally, refining the language, ensuring botanical and biochemical terminologies are used consistently, and supporting mechanistic claims with more recent citations will help elevate the scientific rigor.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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