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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 provides a comprehensive overview of Pyracantha crenulata, covering its botanical features, phytochemical composition, and pharmacological activities. The topic is relevant to the fields of pharmacognosy, natural product research, and ethnomedicine, especially given the growing interest in plant-based therapeutics. However, while the manuscript compiles substantial information, it lacks sufficient critical analysis and synthesis of existing literature. Strengthening scientific rigor and analytical depth would significantly enhance its contribution to the scientific community.

	





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
	Clear and appropriate, but could be more precise and concise. Rating = 4
	

	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
	Informative but lacks critical insight and methodological clarity. Rating = 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant but could include more specific pharmacological terms. Rating = 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
	It contains useful information but it is overly descriptive and lacks coherence. Rating = 3
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It includes recent studies but lacks consistent inclusion of latest high impact research. Rating = 3
	

	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
	It is poorly described. It lacks reproducibility and systematic approach. Rating = 2
	

	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
	It is mostly descriptive. It lacks evaluation of studies. Rating = 2


	

	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
	Research gap is mentioned but not significantly developed. Rating = 3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is logical but strong generic and analytical insights are lacking. Rating = 3
	

	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
	They are not discussed explicitly. Rating = 2
	

	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
	Some of the references are outdated and inconsistently formatted. Rating = 3
	

	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
	Substantial grammatical editing is required for ease readability. Rating = 2
	





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

The abstract provides a broad overview of the subject matter, but it falls short of being fully comprehensive. While it summarizes the background and general findings, it lacks methodological clarity and critical depth. The authors do not clearly specify the nature of the review (whether systematic or narrative), nor do they highlight key analytical insights or comparative findings. Additionally, the abstract contains some redundancy and could be improved by incorporating more precise language, clearer structure, and a stronger emphasis on the key scientific contributions of the review.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Although it compiles a wide range of information on the medicinal significance of Pyracantha crenulata, much of the discussion is descriptive rather than analytical. Several pharmacological claims are presented without sufficient critical evaluation or contextualization. For instance, assertions regarding the efficacy of extracts (e.g., comparisons to standard drugs) are not adequately qualified with respect to experimental conditions, study limitations, or levels of evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially

The quality and recency of the references are inconsistent. While some recent studies are cited, there is insufficient integration of up-to-date, high-impact research within the last few years. Additionally, there are issues with duplication and inconsistent formatting of references, which detract from the overall professionalism of the manuscript.
	

	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 addresses an important medicinal plant and compiles a broad range of information. However, it currently reads more as a descriptive compilation rather than a critical scientific review. Major revisions are required to improve methodological transparency, scientific rigor, language quality, and analytical depth. I recommend major revision before reconsideration for publication.
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