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	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 publication reviews Cissampelos pareira, a medicinal plant used in Ayurvedic medicine, and its current pharmacological data.

· This study unifies phytochemical and biological data to help researchers understand active chemicals and their actions.

· The research also shows the plant's multi-targeted therapeutic potential in inflammation, viral diseases, metabolic disorders, and anti-dengue activity, making it a promising pharmaceutical option.

· The article highlights research gaps and encourages clinical trials and pharmacovigilance to turn this botanical resource into an evidence-based pharmaceutical product.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title is suitable in terms of its comprehensiveness, but it is somewhat general and does not clearly establish that it is a review article, nor does it explicitly demonstrate the connection between traditional medicine and modern scientific evidence, which is one of the study's strengths.

· The suggested title is:

A Comprehensive Review of the Phytochemistry and Pharmacological Activities of Cissampelos pareira
	

	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 covers all important aspects, including the plant's traditional background, vital phytochemical components, pharmacological actions, and the review's purpose. However, it does not explain the methodology utilized to collect the research or the time frame covered.

· The abstract might be improved by include a statement about a lack of clinical trials or the need for more clinical validation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The main content of the text is based on credible scientific research; it presents phytochemical and pharmacological data that is in line with what is already known about Cissampelos pareira. Presentations of biological activity, taxonomy of plants, and chemical components do not appear to have any obvious fundamental scientific inaccuracies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the bibliography in the manuscript seems extensive and includes a large number of sources, but it is important to add more recent sources dating back to the last three years.
	

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


	The academic language is clear, the terminology is precise, and there are no noticeable spelling errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The article is more descriptive and summative than analytical and critical, lacking a systematic assessment of the strength of evidence and the quality of the included studies.

· There is no clear method for choosing which studies to include (no defined search strategy or criteria for inclusion or exclusion).

· Some statements in the abstract and conclusion are strongly declarative and do not reflect the limited clinical evidence available.

· There are minor formatting issues in the tables and references that require linguistic and technical editing. In several places, the results are presented in a declarative manner, suggesting strong clinical evidence, while most of the data are based on in vitro or in vivo animal studies. A more scientifically conservative formulation would be preferable.

· The distinction between laboratory evidence, animal studies, and limited clinical studies is not clearly defined, which may give the impression of a higher level of evidence than actually exists.

· Despite mentioning several biological activities, some sections only provide a general explanation of the mechanisms of pharmacological action. The conclusions emphasize the need for further studies, particularly in the areas of standardization, pharmacokinetics, and long-term safety, to facilitate the transition to clinical applications.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No.
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