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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 addresses an important medicinal plant, Parkia biglobosa, which has significant ethnomedicinal, pharmacological, and socio-economic relevance, particularly in West Africa. The study provides a useful reference for researchers working in natural product research and phytomedicine. Also, it highlights gaps in toxicological data, which is important for guiding future research aimed at ensuring the safety and efficiency of plant-based pharmaceutics. With further improvement in methodological rigor and critical analysis, this review could contribute meaningfully to the scientific understanding and development of plant-based medicines.

	



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
	2 = Needs Improvement. The suggestions for the title is provided in the 2.2 (subjective publication) section. 
	

	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
	2 = Needs improvement. The suggestion is mentioned in section 2.2. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The keywords are generally relevant and reflect the main themes of the manuscript. But the Keyword “Literature review” is not needed as the article type is already mentioned. It should be replaced with more specific scientific terms like phytochemistry, pharmacological activity, toxicology to enhance indexing and searchability.

	

	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
	3=Satisfactory. The background information is sufficient but somewhat broad and descriptive, and would benefit from better organization and a clearer focus on the research gap
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good. The objectives are clearly stated and indicate the intent to review the ethnomedicinal, pharmacological, and toxicological aspects of Parkia biglobosa. However, it could be more specific by clearly defining the scope and approach of the review, whether it is systematic or narrative.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The literature review is generally relevant to the topic and covers key aspects of Parkia biglobosa. Greater emphasis on recent literature and analytical discussion would improve its relevance and scientific depth.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Needs Improvement. The review includes relevant studies but it is however unclear that whether recent research has been included or not due to the absence of a defined search time frame. 
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement. The methodology provides a basic description of the literature search and identifies the review as a narrative review. It lacks clear criteria for study selection, screening process, and structured approach, which affects transparency and reproducibility.

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript provides a compilation of literature but critical analysis is limited. Most of the information is descriptive with little comparison of the cited studies. Greater critical interpretation and discussion of strengths is needed to improve the manuscript. 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The research gap in toxicology data is specifically mentioned but the discussion of future research directions is somewhat general and lacks specificity. More clearly defined and targeted research recommendations would improve this aspect. 

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The conclusions are generally consistent with the information presented in the manuscript, particularly regarding the importance of Parkia biglobosa and the need for further toxicological studies.

	

	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
	2 = Improvement. The limitations are partially discussed. While the lack of toxicology data is mentioned but the authors did not discuss about the methodological limitation. Lack of clear inclusion and exclusion criteria in literature search. 
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement. The overall quality is inconsistent. Some citations appear to be from grey literature or non-standard (pdf documents/uncleared sources)
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The manuscript is generally understandable but there are several grammatical errors, typographical issues, and inconsistencies in language that affect clarity.
	



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.
	No. The title is clear but overly broad and descriptive, covering multiple aspects which reduces its focus and conciseness. It would be more effective if refined to highlight the main emphasis of the review and made more concise. For example, something like “A Comprehensive Review of the Pharmacological, Toxicological and Phytochemical Properties of Parkia biglobosa.”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The abstract covers the main themes of the study. It provides a general overview of Parkia biglobosa and outlines its traditional uses, pharmacological activities, and toxicological aspects. But however, it lacks methodological clarity. The authors have listed multiple databases but the search strategy is not defined, e.g., inclusion/exclusion criteria and time frame. Since the authors have included the methodological search databases in the abstract, it would be better to include the search strategy rather than just listing databases in the abstract. The results section is largely descriptive and does not provide critical evaluation or quantitative synthesis of the findings. Additionally, the language requires minor revision for clarity and consistency (e.g., spacing issues and grammatical errors).
.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but with concerns. The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of the information presented but it lacks critical analysis and methodological rigor. The authors should improve the scientific quality by incorporating a more structured and transparent methodology and providing deeper evaluation of the cited studies.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references are not fully sufficient and up-to-date. While some relevant studies are included, there is limited emphasis on recent literature, and several citations are outdated or non-standard. The authors should ensure consistent and proper referencing to improve the quality and relevance 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. However, the manuscript is linked to a project involving the development of a herbal medicine prototype, which may represent a potential source of bias. Greater transparency in disclosing any related interests would strengthen ethical clarity.
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PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript compiles a relevant and good topic and integrates useful information on Parkia biglobosa. However, it is largely descriptive and lacks critical analysis and synthesis of the literature. The abstract also needs further improvement as mentioned. The methodology is insufficiently detailed and does not meet the standards of a rigorous or reproducible review. Also, the references and citation need improvement. Some citations have pdf names. And in some reference publication year is not mentioned. 

In its current form, the manuscript requires substantial revision, particularly in strengthening methodological transparency, improving critical evaluation of studies, refining structure, and ensuring consistency in referencing and language.
I recommend major revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication
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Antara Bose, Tripura University, India
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