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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 study evaluates the thrombolytic activity of Borassus flabellifer L. and profiles its flavonoids, providing insight into natural compounds that may help dissolve blood clots. Comparing the plant’s activity with streptokinase highlights its potential as an alternative or complementary therapy. The findings contribute to the search for safe and effective plant-based thrombolytic agents.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title clearly indicates the focus of the study
	

	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.

	Abstract evaluation:
The abstract provides a clear overview of the study’s purpose, methods, and key findings. However, it is currently written in a very informal and narrative style .To improve it:
Make it formal and concise – Remove conversational phrases (e.g., “honestly,” “no surprise,” “it’s definitely a lead worth pursuing”) and avoid storytelling tone.
Include structured details – Explicitly state the study design, sample size, type of assay, and controls at the beginning.
Focus on results quantitatively – Present the key findings clearly with exact percentages, emphasizing dose-dependent effects.
Conclude scientifically – End with a brief statement on the significance without speculation.
A revised abstract would be shorter, formal, and directly highlight objective, methods, results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research appears scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and a logical interpretation of the results
	

	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 could be improved by adding more studies, particularly those from the last three to five years,
	

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

	The research is generally well-written and suitable for scientific communication. Minor grammatical adjustments and rewording in some sections would improve clarity and readability
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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