Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Food Research and Nutrition

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJFRN_154219

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	In vitro evaluation of Standardized fenugreek seed extract for Endothelial Nitric Oxide Synthase (eNOS) activation

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study demonstrates that standardized fenugreek seed extracts activate eNOS and support nitric oxide signaling in endothelial cells. It strengthens nutraceutical research by linking defined phytochemicals to a clear cardiovascular molecular mechanism.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is appropriate and scientifically accurate, as it clearly reflects the in vitro evaluation of fenugreek seed extract on eNOS activation. However, it could be improved by specifying the endothelial model and emphasizing nitric oxide signaling or cardiovascular relevance. A stronger alternative could be: “Standardized Fenugreek Seed Extracts Enhance eNOS Phosphorylation and Nitric Oxide Signaling in Human Endothelial Cells.”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is clear and comprehensive but should include key numerical results and slightly temper the conclusions to reflect the in vitro scope of the study.

Suggestions:

1. Include key quantitative findings (e.g., percentage increase in eNOS phosphorylation at 0.2%, p-value).
2. Moderate the language to reflect experimental limitations.
3. Briefly mention that extracts were tested before and/or after simulated digestion to improve physiological relevance.
4. Indicate statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA, p < 0.05).
5. The abstract does not clearly state that findings are limited to in vitro conditions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is scientifically sound at the in vitro level, but it requires clearer statistical reporting, methodological clarification, reference correction, and more cautious conclusions before publication.

1. Statistical outcomes should be clearly reported.
2. The method used to directly quantify nitric oxide (e.g., Griess assay) should be clearly detailed if performed.
3. Claims should be limited to mechanistic cellular findings.
4. Certain references cited in the hypertension discussion (e.g., [14] Fliege et al., 2005 – The Perceived Stress Questionnaire (PSQ) and  [15] Von Morfeld et al., 2011 – SF-36 Health Survey Manual) appear unrelated to hypertension mortality statistics and should be verified.
5. Inconsistent Capitalization: “Human umbilical vein endothelial cells” vs “Human Umbilical Vein Endothelial Cells”
6. Always italicize genus and species names.
7. Use precise wording: If measured: “eNOS phosphorylation at Ser1176”, only claim NO increase if directly quantified.

8. Replace Overly strong or promotional language (“potent natural intervention”, “addresses the root drivers” and  “combat endothelial dysfunction”) with cautious scientific phrasing (“may support endothelial function” and  “suggests potential vascular relevance”).

9. Use past tense consistently in Materials and Methods.
10. Split  several sentences that exceed 30–40 words for clarity.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but need updating. Some are outdated and a few epidemiological citations should be replaced with authoritative sources. Including more recent (2019–2025) studies would improve the manuscript’s scientific strength.

1. Update Hypertension and CVD Epidemiology

2. Include Recent Reviews on eNOS and Endothelial Dysfunction (2019–2025)

3. Add Recent Studies on Nutraceuticals and Endothelial Function

4. Strengthen References on Standardization and Bioavailability

5. Recent Fenugreek-Specific Research (2020–2025)


	

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


	The language is clear and understandable, but it requires revision and professional editing to meet high-level scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is relevant and methodologically sound, with the simulated digestion model as a strength. However, improvements are needed in statistical reporting, reference accuracy, language editing, and moderation of claims to meet publication standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical concerns are apparent in the manuscript.
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