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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 because it studies a serious disease (sickle cell) and looks for better and safer treatment options using plant extracts. Given the limitations and side effects of current therapeutic approaches, the investigation of natural products offers a promising complementary strategy for improving patient outcomes. The study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on the role of oxidative stress and micronutrient regulation in disease progression. Additionally, it provides a useful foundation for future in vivo and clinical studies aimed at identifying bioactive compounds and developing alternative therapeutic interventions.
	





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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear and reflects the study focus. However, it could be slightly more concise and specify the plant source to improve clarity and impact.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The abstract covers objectives, methods, and key findings, but there is minor grammatical issues. It needs refinement and removal of repetition.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Keywords are relevant to the topic, but could be improved by adding more specific scientific terms (e.g., “hydro-ethanolic extract,” “antioxidant activity”).
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The introduction provides sufficient background and logical flow. However, it could benefit from deeper discussion and stronger linkage to the research gap.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The objective is stated, but no clear hypothesis is presented. It should be more explicitly defined.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The references are relevant but somewhat limited and not sufficiently recent. More current and high-impact studies should be included.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Methods are generally appropriate, but there are clarity issues, repetition (duplicate headings), and lack of detail in some procedures. Standardization and better organization are needed.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Ethical consent is mentioned, but details such as ethical approval number or committee information are missing.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
Results are described, but figures/tables are not properly shown or labeled, and presentation lacks clarity and structure.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
Figures are referenced (e.g., histograms, radar charts) but not properly included or formatted. They need clearer labeling, captions, and proper integration.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion appropriately links findings with previous studies (e.g., oxidative stress, mineral roles, and plant extract effects). However, the comparison is somewhat limited and could be strengthened with more recent and diverse literature.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally consistent with the reported findings. However, some claims about therapeutic potential are slightly overstated, considering the study is limited to in vitro analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Key limitations (small sample size, in vitro design, lack of compound identification) are clearly acknowledged. This section is well addressed but could include more detail on experimental constraints.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The references are relevant but moderate in number and somewhat outdated. Inclusion of more recent (last 5 years) and high-impact studies would improve the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, repetition (e.g., duplicate abstract), formatting issues, and awkward phrasing, which affect readability. Substantial language editing is required.

	





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.
	Answer: YES (but can be improved)
Suggestion: The title is clear, but it can be made more specific by adding the name of the plant used in the study to increase scientific value.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
Suggestion: correct grammatical errors, and make it more concise. Also ensure clear presentation of objectives, methods, key results, and conclusion in one single abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (with minor issues)
Suggestion: The study design is generally correct, but methodology details need better clarity, and some results require clearer presentation with proper figures/tables.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
Suggestion: Add more recent studies (last 5 years) and include more high-quality international journal references to strengthen the literature support.
	

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

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

	Answer: NO (but incomplete reporting)
Suggestion: Ethical consent is mentioned, but the manuscript should include ethical approval details (committee name, approval number) for transparency.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Recommendation: Minor Revision
The manuscript is scientifically relevant and well-structured overall. Only minor improvements are needed in language clarity, abstract, and figure presentation before it can be accepted for publication.
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Maryam Jameel, University of Agriculture, Faisalabad, Pakistan
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