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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 manuscript investigates the analgesic potential, elemental composition, and toxicological profile of Aristolochia albida root extracts, a plant widely used in ethnomedicine in Northern Nigeria. The study contributes valuable experimental data supporting its traditional use in pain management while also addressing safety concerns, particularly hepatotoxicity and heavy metal content. Considering the known nephrotoxic risks associated with Aristolochia species, the toxicological evaluation adds important scientific relevance. The work is meaningful for researchers in pharmacognosy, ethnopharmacology, and medicinal plant safety evaluation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the core components of the study.
However, it may be improved for clarity and scientific precision.

Suggested alternative title:
“Evaluation of Analgesic Activity, Elemental Composition, and Toxicological Profile of Aristolochia albida Root Extracts in Wistar Rats”


	

	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 contains the essential components (background, objective, methods, results, conclusion). However:

· It is overly detailed in numerical descriptions.

· Statistical analysis methods are not mentioned.

· The conclusion should clearly reflect hepatotoxic concern due to aristolochic acid–related risks.

Suggestion:
Condense numerical data, clarify acetic acid concentration, and briefly state statistical method and significance level.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design (writhing test, OECD toxicity guidelines, AAS elemental analysis) is appropriate. However, several scientific concerns require clarification:

1. Inconsistency in acetic acid concentration (0.7% vs 3% reported in tables).

2. Statistical analysis is not clearly described (no mention of ANOVA, post-hoc test, or p-values in tables).

3. Units for biochemical parameters (ALT, AST, ALP in mmol/L) appear incorrect; typically reported in U/L.

4. Elemental concentration units are inconsistently described as mg/kg and µg/g.

5. Histopathological findings are mentioned in conclusion but not adequately presented in results.

These issues require correction before acceptance.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· More updated references (last 5 years) on aristolochic acid toxicity and regulatory concerns would strengthen the safety discussion.

· Inclusion of WHO permissible heavy metal limits for herbal medicines would improve the elemental analysis interpretation.


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate English revision
Issues include:

· Repetition in discussion (particularly Figures 1–6 sections).

· Informal phrasing in some toxicity interpretations.

· Grammatical inconsistencies.

· Over-interpretation of mild biochemical changes.

Professional language editing is recommended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The discussion section is overly descriptive and repetitive; it should be condensed.

· Tables contain formatting issues and inconsistent presentation of inhibition percentages.

· Figures should include statistical significance indicators.

· The conclusion slightly overstates safety; liver enzyme elevation suggests caution.

· Authors should explicitly discuss aristolochic acid–associated nephropathy risk.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript states that OECD guidelines were followed, but there is no clear statement of:

· Institutional Animal Ethics Committee approval number

· Ethical clearance reference
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