
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Agriculture

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJA_157019

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Comparative Phytochemical and Herbicidal Activity of Leaf and Flower Oleoresin from Adhatoda vasica L.

	Type of the Article
	Research Article





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 addresses an important and emerging area in plant-based bioherbicides by exploring the phytochemical composition and herbicidal potential of leaf and flower oleoresins of Adhatoda vasica. The comparative approach between plant organs adds scientific value, as organ-specific metabolite variation is a relevant topic in phytochemistry and allelopathy. The study contributes to the growing interest in eco-friendly alternatives to synthetic herbicides, which is significant for sustainable agriculture. However, while the topic is relevant and the manuscript would benefit from deeper mechanistic insights and stronger linkage to applied agricultural implications.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	5 
	

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

	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
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	





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.
	The abstract should briefly include methodological details (e.g., experimental design, statistical tools) and more quantitative results (e.g., specific IC₅₀ comparisons). Additionally, avoid overgeneralized claims such as “sustainable bioherbicides” without experimental validation beyond lab-scale assays.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
Concerns & Suggestions:
The identification of certain compounds (e.g., clindamycin, antipyrine) in plant oleoresins is questionable and may indicate contamination, misidentification, or library matching errors in GC-MS analysis. 
No validation (e.g., standards, retention indices comparison beyond libraries) is reported. 
The herbicidal assay lacks positive control comparison depth (Pendimethalin used but not statistically compared). 
The concentration units (µL/mL) for oleoresin need clarification (volume vs. mass-based standardization).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion:
Include recent (last 5 years) studies on: 
Plant-derived bioherbicides 
Allelopathy mechanisms 
GC-MS metabolomics validation 
Some references are outdated or weakly formatted.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	





PART 3. 


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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents potentially publishable data but requires major revision. The most critical concern is the credibility of GC-MS compound identification, which includes compounds unlikely to be naturally present in plants. This raises concerns about analytical rigor. Additionally, the manuscript lacks mechanistic depth and has several methodological ambiguities. Publication may be considered only after substantial revision and clarification.



	


Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Muhammad Ikram, University of Sargodha, Pakistan

Page 3 of 3
V240326


