
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Pharmaceutical Research International

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JPRI_156936

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Review of the botany, traditional use, pharmacological, toxicological and phytochemical profile of Parkia biglobosa jacq. (Fabaceae-Mimosoideae)


	Type of the Article
	REVIEW 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.

	N/A
	



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
	The scientific name Parkia biglobosa should be italicized throughout the manuscript. There is a spacing issue in the title (“pharmacological, toxicologicaland phytochemical”)—please insert a space between “toxicological” and “and”. 

	

	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
	The abstract is generally informative but contains some long sentences; consider simplifying for better readability. Minor grammatical corrections are needed (e.g., “Hence,the need” → “Hence, the need”). 

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Consider adding more specific keywords such as “ethnobotany”, “antioxidant activity”, or “toxicity profile” to improve indexing. 

	

	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
	Some sentences are overly long and could be split for clarity. References cited as file names (e.g., “la-pharmacopee-des-plantes…pdf”) should be formatted properly according to journal style. 

	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	The search strategy lacks detail. Please specify: Inclusion/exclusion criteria Number of articles screened and selected. Consider presenting the methodology more systematically (e.g., PRISMA flow diagram if applicable). 

	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion is clear but somewhat lengthy; consider making it more concise and focused on key takeaways. 

	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	Several minor grammatical and typographical errors are present throughout the manuscript. A thorough English language revision is recommended. 
	



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.
	N/A 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some references are inconsistently formatted. Ensure all references follow the journal’s citation style (e.g., uniform use of italics, journal abbreviations, DOI formatting). 

	

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

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

	N/A
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	· Consistency of scientific names: The species name (Parkia biglobosa) is inconsistently written (e.g., “Parkiabiglobosa” without space). This should be corrected throughout the manuscript. 
· Tables and figures: Table I formatting needs improvement (alignment and spacing). Figure captions should be clearer and follow journal guidelines. Sources of figures should be properly cited and formatted. 
· Units and spacing: Ensure consistency in units (e.g., “mg/kg body weight” spacing). Add spaces where missing (e.g., “5000 mg/kg body weightfor 28 days”). 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion section: The discussion could better highlight gaps in the literature more explicitly. Some repetition of results is observed; consider focusing more on interpretation. 
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