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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]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 study is relevant as it adds to the increasing amount of research on plant-based analgesics. With the known side effects of many conventional pain medications, there is increasing interest in identifying safer alternatives from natural sources. The focus on Ficus umbellata, a plant with traditional medicinal use, makes the work meaningful from both a scientific and ethnopharmacological perspective.
While the findings are preliminary, they contribute useful information that could support further research in this area.
	





[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

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

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

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

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]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:
[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]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:
[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
	3
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	





[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title needs a slight revision. The botanical name is not correctly specified. The designation [VAHL] should not be
written in square brackets. It should be written as “Ficus umbellata Vahl” as per the standard nomenclature.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract should clearly mention the study objectives along with other test details like sample size, dosage levels and relevant statistical findings to give the reader a complete understanding of the article.
The following sentence is poorly structured and needs to be revised for clarity “The crude extract obtained was tested for the presence of phytochemicals and the The analgesic (antinociceptive) activity was evaluated by
[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]measuring pain thresholds over a 120-minute period by hot plate method.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The weight of the albino mice is listed as 220-28kgs. This is not biologically possible. There seems to a typo mistake.
There is species inconsistency. The anti-nociceptive assay uses mice and the LD50 study uses rats. The use of rats has not been discussed anywhere in the experimental animal section.
There is no ethical approval mention for the use of animals
The abstract mentions 1.6g of powder was used for extraction whereas the rest of the manuscript mentions 1600g. The correct value should be mentioned.
The author can mention exact p-values. The gives more authenticity to the manuscript.
The method section states that the results are listed as mean ± standard deviation (SD) but the legend states the results are mean ± SEM. This is contradictory information.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
There are recent references included

Suggestion:
1) The following reference seems incomplete: “Enegide, Chinedu., David, Arome., &Fidelis,
	



	
	Solomon. Ameh., (2013) A new method for determining acute toxicity in animal models.”

The correct way to reference is: “Chinedu E, Arome D, Ameh FS. A new method for determining acute toxicity in animal models. Toxicol Int. 2013 Sep;20(3):224-6. doi: 10.4103/0971-6580.121674. PMID: 24403732; PMCID: PMC3877490”
2) Cross check if all the references listed in the manuscript are listed in the reference section. Example: Eddy and Leimback, 2000 – refereced the hot plate method but is not listed in the reference section
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes
1) There is no mention of an ethical approval statement. The use of animals in any experimental study should have an ethical statement
	




[bookmark: PART_3._Confidential_Comments_(If_any)_t]PART 3. 

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The study is quite interesting but there are certain flaws in the study like the sample size (n=3) is small as compared to the standard use of n=6-10. Another aspect is about the dosage level. Only one dose is studied which does not fully help understand the effect of the medicinal extract. The manuscript requires a lot of proof reading due to the inconsistencies in the manuscript.
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