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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 work provides useful HPTLC-based quantitative data for key marker compounds in a polyherbal anti-hyperlipidemic formulation, which supports quality control and future preclinical/clinical studies. The focus on standardizing a traditional cardiometabolic formulation is relevant for herbal drug development and regulatory acceptance. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and informative, but it is slightly long and could be simplified. A possible alternative: “HPTLC Quantification of Marker Phytoconstituents in an Anti‑hyperlipidemic Polyherbal Aqueous 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 is comprehensive and covers background, methods, key quantitative results, and implications. It would benefit from:

1–2 short sentences explicitly stating the main aim and design at the beginning.

A clearer concluding sentence that directly states how the method can be used (e.g. for routine quality control).

Also consider reducing repetition of phrases such as “present study” and smoothing long sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design (selection of markers, extraction procedure, and HPTLC validation elements such as linearity, precision, specificity, Rf values, and spectral overlay) is appropriate and technically sound. The results are described in sufficient detail and linked to known pharmacological properties of each marker, though the discussion sometimes reads more like a mini review than a focused interpretation of the data. Adding a brief limitations paragraph (e.g. lack of in vivo data in this paper, use of only aqueous extract, batch variability not assessed) would improve balance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate, relevant, and include both methodological HPTLC work and pharmacological background. You may consider adding a few more recent references (last 3–5 years) on HPTLC standardization of polyherbal anti‑hyperlipidemic or cardioprotective formulations to strengthen the context.
	

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


	The English is understandable but needs careful editing for grammar, punctuation, and style, especially: long sentences, repeated phrases, inconsistent spacing, and minor typographical errors. A light professional language edit will make the manuscript smoother and easier to read without changing the scientific content.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider shortening some very long paragraphs in the Introduction and Discussion to improve readability.

Figures and plates should be checked for resolution, uniform legends, and consistent citation in the text; if some are not essential, they could be merged or streamlined.

Clearly state, early in the Introduction, that the main objective is the quantitative HPTLC standardization of the formulation, not in vivo efficacy testing, to manage reader expectations.
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