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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 review addresses neurodegenerative disorders and summarizes phytochemicals from traditional medicinal plants that may support neuroprotection. This is relevant to pharmacognosy and drug discovery because plant compounds can inform future neuroprotective therapeutics. The topic is important because oxidative stress, mitochondrial dysfunction, protein misfolding, and neuroinflammation are common pathways across many neurological diseases. The tables provide a useful starting point for readers, especially those interested in plant-based therapeutics. I believe improvement in review methodology and critical evaluation; this manuscript could support researchers and clinicians looking for mechanistic and translational insights.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, but I think the phrase ‘comprehensive review’ may be too strong because the search method and coverage scope are not clearly defined.
Suggestion: “Phytochemicals and neuroprotection in neurological disorders: mechanisms, preclinical evidence, and challenges”
	

	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 understandable but should specify the review type (narrative/systematic) and briefly describe the search strategy and scope.

Consider adding 1–2 lines on limitations, such as limited clinical evidence and challenges like bioavailability and BBB penetration.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The mechanistic background is generally correct; however, as a review article the manuscript needs a clear methodology (databases searched, keywords, timeframe, inclusion/exclusion criteria) to support reliability and reduce selection bias.

Some epidemiological statements and plant-effect claims require tighter linkage to appropriate, high-quality references.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes recent citations; however, several references appear not directly relevant to the specific claims, some are duplicated, and formatting is inconsistent. Please remove duplicates, verify relevance of each citation, and prioritize high-quality peer-reviewed sources.

I suggest adding more clinical trial/systematic review references where available (e.g., for ginkgo, curcumin, ashwagandha, bacopa) and clearly separating preclinical vs clinical evidence.


	

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


	The English is understandable, but multiple grammar/typo issues and formatting inconsistencies require professional language editing for scholarly communication
	

	Optional/General comments


	Add a Review Methodology section (databases, timeframe, keywords, inclusion/exclusion).

Add critical appraisal (strength of evidence: in vitro vs animal vs clinical).

Add section on bioavailability/BBB, safety, drug–herb interactions, standardization of extracts.

Improve tables: consistency, neuro-specific outcomes, correct column names (“model device” → “experimental model”), ensure references accurate.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None
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