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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths of Article
1. The inclusion of 390 respondents, including traditional healers and ulcer-affected individuals, is commendable. The sampling effort is robust compared to many ethnobotanical studies.

2. The identification of 113 species with herbarium preparation and use of regional floras strengthens botanical credibility. The use of recognized floristic references is appropriate.

3. The calculation of citation frequency, use value (UV), diversity index (ID), equitability index (IE), and consensus measures adds quantitative depth. This is appreciated and aligns with standards in ethnopharmacological research.

Major Concerns and Areas for Improvement
1. Discuss anti-ulcer pharmacological relevance of key species (Link findings to known gastroprotective phytochemicals (flavonoids, tannins, saponins, mucilage, alkaloids).

2. The statement: "The global prevalence is 50%..." appears to refer to Helicobacter pylori infection, not peptic ulcer disease prevalence. This requires correction for scientific accuracy.
3. There is no clear distinction between gastric ulcer vs duodenal ulcer; there is no discussion of H. pylori epidemiology in Benin.

4. The Dagnelie formula is presented but not fully written. The equation is missing in the manuscript. This must be corrected.

5. The respondent pool is 93% male. This significant imbalance needs discussion. Was this due to cultural healer demographics? Or sampling bias?

6. Many figures are referenced but not interpreted deeply.
7. Table 2 lacks clear explanation of scale interpretation.
8. Some species names contain spelling errors (e.g., Cocos nucifer instead of Cocos nucifera, Spondias monbin instead of Spondias mombin).

9. Botanical nomenclature must be standardized and validated via databases such as:
10. The discussion lacks pharmacological depth. For example, Ocimum gratissimum is reported as the most cited species, but its known anti-ulcer or anti-H. pylori activity is not discussed.
11. The discussion largely restates results rather than critically analyzing them. It needs Cross- country comparison, Mechanistic speculation, Pharmacological interpretation, Socio- cultural implications.

12. Statements such as "Leaves are used because of photosynthesis and bioactive principles" are overly simplistic and scientifically weak. It should be supported with phytochemical rationale (secondary metabolite concentration gradients).

13. There are numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent formatting, typographical issues, decimal separator inconsistencies (0,73 vs 0.73).
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