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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript addresses an important and timely need by providing a structured methodological guide for writing review articles in the biological sciences. Such guidance is particularly valuable for early-career researchers and scholars from interdisciplinary backgrounds, where formal training in review writing is often limited. The manuscript consolidates dispersed methodological, ethical, and practical guidance into a single scholarly source. 
If refined, it can contribute to improving the quality, transparency, and rigor of review articles across biological research domains.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the methodological nature of the manuscript. 
However, the title suggests comprehensive coverage of all biological sciences, whereas the manuscript content is more strongly oriented toward ecology, biodiversity, and ethnobotany-related domains. This creates a mild scope content mismatch.
	

	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 clearly describe the purpose, scope, and methodological orientation of the manuscript.
However, it is relatively dense and could benefit from clearer differentiation between methodological guidance and disciplinary examples. The abstract may also overstate generalizability across all biological subfields without sufficient balance in the main text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of concepts, methodology, and ethical discussion. Established frameworks (e.g., PRISMA, synthesis approaches, ethical publishing standards) are accurately described. No factual scientific errors were identified.

However, some methodological explanations are repeated across sections, which may dilute conceptual clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes many recent and relevant sources (including publications from 2024–2025). 
However, duplicate references [e.g., Huh, S. (2012), Mondal et al. (2025)] and minor formatting inconsistencies are present, indicating the need for a final reference audit. A small number of citations appear tangential to the central methodological focus.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and scholarly.

 However, the manuscript contains repetitive sentence structures, inconsistent tense usage, and occasional grammatical issues. These language issues do not invalidate the content but may affect readability and professional presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is comprehensive but excessively long for a methodological review. Several examples provide subject-level detail rather than methodological clarification, which causes scope drift. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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