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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 a genuine knowledge gap in Togolese ethnobotanical research. While studies on malaria, diabetes, and microbial infections exist for the region, systematic documentation of plants used specifically against viral diseases in the Golfe Prefecture has been largely absent from the literature. The work catalogues 61 plant species from 37 families and pairs that survey with basic phytochemical profiling of four priority species, creating a useful starting point for subsequent antiviral bioassay work. Given that the area has a population exceeding 1.5 million and that access to biomedical antiviral therapies remains limited, understanding what communities actually rely upon is of both scientific and public-health relevance. The ICF values reported for chickenpox, influenza, and the common cold are notably high, suggesting strong traditional consensus that merits pharmacological follow-up. Taken together, the paper contributes a solid descriptive foundation, even though more rigorous in vitro or in vivo antiviral testing will be required before any therapeutic claims can be substantiated.

	





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
	4 – Good
Accurately reflects scope; could specify 'Southern Togo' for geographic precision.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Covers objectives and key findings but omits antioxidant values and lacks a sentence on study limitations.
	

	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
Reasonable set, but 'antioxidant' is secondary; 'Golfe Prefecture' and 'ICF' would be more diagnostic.
	

	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
Relevant context given, but the epidemiological figures cited for Togo need more current references (some are from 2015–2016).
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Objectives are stated but not framed as testable hypotheses; the phytochemical objective is not clear about what 'characterising composition' will achieve.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Good regional coverage but several antiviral-mechanism references are older than 2018; more recent antiviral phytochemistry literature is missing.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Semi-structured interviews and ICF are appropriate; however, the sample size of 43 is small and the selection process is not adequately justified.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement
The manuscript states 'Ethical approval: Not applicable' without explanation. Community consent and institutional ethics clearance must be documented for human-subjects research.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Table 2 is informative but very long; splitting by disease category would improve readability. Figures 2–5 are referenced but not visible in the submitted text.
	

	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 – Satisfactory
Tables are adequately designed; figure legends are missing from body text; the calibration equations in section 2.5.8 have formatting inconsistencies.
	

	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 – Satisfactory
Comparisons to prior phytochemical studies are made but the antiviral significance of the compounds identified is extrapolated from general literature rather than from the plants themselves.
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement
The conclusion implies antiviral potential but only qualitative phytochemistry and antioxidant assays are presented; no antiviral bioassay data support the claim.
	

	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
	1 – Poor
No limitations section exists. Small sample size, single-prefecture scope, absence of in vitro antiviral testing, and reliance on practitioner recall are all unaddressed.
	

	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 – Satisfactory
30 references are adequate for scope but could include more recent (post-2020) work on antiviral phytochemistry; Harborne 1998 is dated for phytochemical method citation.
	

	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 – Satisfactory
Generally readable, but some sentences are awkward (particularly in the discussion of antioxidant discrepancies) and minor grammatical issues are present throughout.
	





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
The title is descriptive and scientifically appropriate. A minor refinement would be to add 'Southern' before Togo to orient international readers more precisely, since Golfe Prefecture is not universally familiar.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY 
The abstract conveys the main objectives and lists key plant families and species, which is good. However, it would benefit from including the actual antioxidant values in summary form and should acknowledge that no in vitro antiviral tests were performed, to set realistic reader expectations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY 
The ethnobotanical component is methodologically sound within its descriptive scope. The phytochemical qualitative screening follows standard Harborne protocols and is correctly reported. The concern is not scientific incorrectness but overreach: the discussion repeatedly implies antiviral therapeutic potential from phytochemical screening results alone, which is not scientifically justified without antiviral bioassay data.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY 
 In number, yes. In recency, no. Several key citations are from 2013–2016 for diseases whose epidemiology has evolved (e.g., hepatitis B and C in Togo). The authors should update these where more recent data exist. The methodological reference for phytochemistry (Harborne 1998) is over 25 years old; more current phytochemical screening literature should be cited.
	

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

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

	YES 
This is a significant concern. Human subjects research including ethnobotanical interviews with traditional practitioners requires documented informed consent and, in most institutional contexts, ethics committee approval. The authors have written 'Ethical approval: Not applicable' and 'Consent: Not applicable,' which is inappropriate. Even if national regulations in Togo do not mandate formal IRB review for this type of descriptive survey, the manuscript must explain this explicitly and confirm that verbal or written informed consent was obtained from all 43 participants prior to interview. The journal should require this clarification before acceptance.
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