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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important to the scientific community because it highlights the multifaceted therapeutic potential of Azadirachta indica (neem) as a natural source of antiviral, anti-inflammatory, and immunomodulatory agents. By integrating existing evidence on phytochemicals such as azadirachtin, nimbolide, and quercetin, it provides a valuable framework for understanding how plant-based compounds may interfere with SARS-CoV-2 viral entry and the associated endothelial inflammatory cascade. The work also emphasizes the need for bridging in vitro and in vivo findings with well-designed clinical trials, thereby guiding future translational research. Overall, it contributes to the growing field of phytotherapy and supports the exploration of cost-effective, accessible adjunct treatments for emerging infectious diseases like COVID-19.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3= Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	









PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO- Revise for clarity and conciseness by removing redundancy, improving language, and clearly structuring it into background, objective, key findings, and conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially- While the manuscript is based on plausible scientific concepts, several claims (especially regarding COVID-19 treatment and comparisons with established drugs) are not sufficiently supported by strong clinical evidence.
Suggestion: Avoid overgeneralization, clearly distinguish between in vitro, in vivo, and clinical evidence, and support all claims with appropriate high-quality references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No- The references appear somewhat general and may not consistently include the most recent or high-impact studies, particularly regarding SARS-CoV-2.
Suggestion: Include more recent (last 3–5 years) peer-reviewed articles, especially clinical and systematic review studies on COVID-19 and phytotherapy, and ensure proper citation formatting
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses an interesting and relevant topic by exploring the potential role of Azadirachta indica (neem) in modulating SARS-CoV-2 infection and associated inflammatory responses. The compilation of phytochemical and pharmacological properties is valuable and highlights the importance of plant-based therapeutics in emerging infectious diseases. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved scientific rigor, including clearer statement of objectives, better organization, and elimination of repetitive content.The review is largely descriptive and lacks critical analysis of existing literature. The authors should clearly distinguish between in vitro, in vivo, and clinical evidence, and avoid overstating therapeutic claims without strong clinical validation. Additionally, the absence of a defined literature search methodology and limited discussion of study limitations reduce the overall strength of the manuscript.
Language and grammar require significant revision to improve clarity and readability. The inclusion of more recent and high-quality references, particularly related to COVID-19 research, is also recommended. Overall, the manuscript has potential but requires substantial revision to meet publication standards.

I have carefully reviewed the manuscript entitled “Phytotherapeutic Potential of Azadirachta indica: Modulating SARS-CoV-2 Viral Entry and the Endothelial Pro-inflammatory Cascade.” The topic is timely and relevant, particularly in the context of exploring plant-based therapeutic strategies against COVID-19 and related inflammatory complications.

The manuscript provides a broad overview of the pharmacological properties of Azadirachta indica (neem), including its antiviral, anti-inflammatory, antioxidant, and immunomodulatory potential. The compilation of phytochemical data and discussion on possible mechanisms of action against SARS-CoV-2 are valuable and may contribute to the growing interest in phytotherapy and integrative medicine.

However, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication. The review is largely descriptive and lacks critical analysis of the cited literature. Several claims, particularly those related to COVID-19 treatment efficacy, are not sufficiently supported by strong clinical evidence and should be presented more cautiously. The objectives are not clearly stated, and there is no defined methodology for literature selection.

Additionally, the manuscript contains language and grammatical issues, repetition, and organizational inconsistencies that affect readability. The reference list requires significant improvement, including removal of duplicate entries, correction of formatting errors, and inclusion of more recent and high-quality peer-reviewed studies.

In its current form, I recommend major revision (serious revision required). With careful restructuring, improved scientific rigor, and language editing, the manuscript has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field.

	







 
PART  3: 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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