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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 useful gap in the pharmacognosy literature by comparatively profiling the antioxidant potential of leaf, stem, and bark extracts of Dalbergia latifolia, a high-value timber and ethnomedicinal species whose tissue-level bioactivity has remained underexplored. The use of four complementary in vitro assays (TAC, RPA, DPPH, ABTS) alongside phytochemical screening and quantitative TP/TF estimation gives the work mechanistic breadth and avoids the bias of single-assay evaluations. The part-specific antioxidant pattern reported here (bark stronger in TAC, leaf and stem stronger in DPPH/ABTS scavenging) is scientifically meaningful and provides a rationale for tissue-specific selection in downstream bioactivity-guided isolation, formulation, and ethnopharmacological validation. The findings should be of interest to researchers working on Fabaceae phytochemistry, natural antioxidants, and oxidative stress-related drug discovery.
	




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. Title is clear, accurate, and informative; slightly long but acceptable.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Abstract is structured and covers rationale, methods, and key quantitative results; a closing "Conclusion/implication" line could be added.
	

	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. Only 5 keywords, and most are too generic (e.g., "antioxidant", "medicinal plant"). Adding terms like "neoflavonoids", "phytochemical screening", "Fabaceae", "IC50" would improve discoverability.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Background on oxidative stress, the genus Dalbergia, and rationale for comparative tissue evaluation is adequate and well-cited.
	

	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
	4 — Good. The comparative objective is clearly stated, though no formal hypothesis is articulated.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Relevant and reasonably current; a few additional recent references on neoflavonoid antioxidant chemistry would strengthen it.
	

	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. Methods are largely standard and adequately referenced, but several concentration inconsistencies need clarification: stock is stated as 1 mg/mL for "all assays", yet TP uses 10 mg/mL and TF uses 100 mg/mL (the 100 mg/mL figure in particular looks like a possible typo and should be verified). The plant extraction yield (% w/w) of each dried extract is not reported and should be added.
	

	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
	N/A — The study is purely in vitro with no human or animal subjects, so ethical clearance is not applicable. The authors may still wish to add a one-line statement confirming this.
	

	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. Results are presented in a logical order but there are internal-consistency issues: Figure 5 is referenced in the DPPH section before Figure 4 has been introduced; the DPPH narrative states "EBDL exhibited the highest inhibition (~80–82%) at 200 µg/mL", but EBDL also has the highest IC50, which is technically correct but confusing for readers — please reconcile the wording. The RPA ANOVA is reported as F(2,7) = 2.386, but with n = 3 replicates per group across 3 groups the denominator df should be 6, not 7; please re-check the underlying data and df.
	

	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. Figures are informative but Table 1 has formatting inconsistencies (mixed "-", "–", and blank symbols within the same row, e.g., Stem PE row). Combining TAC and RPA in a single figure with overlapping bars makes the comparison harder to read; separate panels (A, B) would be clearer. Figure 1 caption mentions "r=3" — this should read "n=3".
	

	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
	4 — Good. Discussion appropriately links findings to existing literature on Dalbergia, neoflavonoid chemistry, and ethnomedicinal uses, and reasonably explains assay-dependent variation.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Conclusions follow from the data presented and avoid overinterpretation.
	

	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
	2 — Needs Improvement. The study has no explicit "Limitations" section. Important limitations should be acknowledged: (i) ethanolic extracts only — no comparison with more polar/non-polar fractions; (ii) no HPLC/LC-MS profiling to identify the responsible compounds; (iii) in vitro chemical assays do not capture cellular antioxidant behaviour; (iv) single geographic source (Yeoor, Thane) — seasonal/geographic variation in metabolites not addressed; (v) seasonal collection date and developmental stage of plant material not specified.
	

	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
	4 — Good. References are largely relevant, mostly within the last 10 years, and well-balanced between methodological, phytochemical, and ethnomedicinal sources. A few older references (1918, 1985, 1991, 2010) are appropriate as they document traditional/ethnobotanical uses. Consider adding recent (2022–2025) reviews on neoflavonoid antioxidants and on the limitations of TAC vs DPPH/ABTS assays.
	

	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
	4 — Good. Language is generally clear and readable. Minor copy-editing issues remain: the typo "saample" appears twice in the DPPH and ABTS equations (page 7); "spasmogogue" should likely read "spasmolytic" or be reconsidered; minor punctuation issues (double periods "..", missing spaces) at several points; and the title in Figure 5 reads "IC50 DPPH and ABTS Scavenging" — please standardise IC₅₀ formatting 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 suitable but slightly long. A more concise alternative would be: "Comparative In Vitro Antioxidant Potential of Leaf, Bark, and Stem Extracts of Dalbergia latifolia Roxb."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The abstract is comprehensive and includes specific quantitative values. Suggestion: add one closing line on the broader significance or potential application of the findings (e.g., tissue-specific use in bioactivity-guided isolation).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Mostly YES, with corrections needed. Key concerns: (a) the RPA ANOVA degrees of freedom F(2,7) appears inconsistent with the stated n = 3 per group (expected F(2,6)) — please re-verify; (b) the methods text states stock = 1 mg/mL "for all assays" but TP and TF methods specify 10 mg/mL and 100 mg/mL respectively — please clarify whether these were independent working solutions and confirm the 100 mg/mL TF concentration is not a typo; (c) the high TAC values (211–323 mg AAE/g) should be sanity-checked against typical ranges reported for ethanolic plant extracts; (d) phytochemical screening claims in the bark-specific paragraph (page 7–8) do not fully match Table 1 entries — please reconcile.
	

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

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

	YES. References are generally sufficient and most are recent. Suggestion: add 1–2 recent (2022–2025) reviews on neoflavonoid antioxidant chemistry and on comparative limitations of TAC vs radical scavenging assays.
	

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

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

	NO. No ethical issues identified — the study is in vitro with no human or animal subjects, and a voucher specimen (NYD-4235) has been deposited at the Blatter Herbarium, which is good practice for botanical material.
	






Reviewer details:

R.L.Manisha, Malla Reddy College of Pharmacy (MRCP), India

Page 4 of 4
V240326


