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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 gives useful scientific knowledge on the comparative antioxidant potential of different parts of Dalbergia latifolia which is a medicinally important but under-explored species. By systematically evaluating leaf, stem, and bark extracts using multiple in vitro antioxidant assays, the study highlights assay-dependent variations in antioxidant behavior and demonstrates that different plant parts possess distinct bioactive strengths. These findings complement the growing literature on natural antioxidants from plants and support the pharmacological importance of D. latifolia in oxidative stress-related disorders. Moreover, this work provides a scientific basis for future phytochemical characterisation, bioactivity-guided isolation and therapeutic exploration of antioxidant compounds from this species.

	




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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent 
The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the main objective and scope of the study. It is effective in highlighting the comparative nature of the investigation, the antioxidant focus, the plant species studied and the use of in vitro assays. The wording is scientifically accurate and informative, making it easy for readers to understand the content and relevance of the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = good
The abstract provides a good overview of the purpose, methods, major findings, and implications of the study. A few more concise edits would improve readability.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good 
The keywords are suitable and relevant to the study.The keywords adequately represent the plant species, antioxidant activity and the assay methods used. These are helpful in indexing and searching literature.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background information is relevant, adequate and well organised. The introduction justifies the importance of oxidative stress, natural antioxidants and medicinal relevance of Dalbergia latifolia and logically leads to the rationale and objective of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent 
The aims of the research are clearly stated and well aligned with the design of the study. The manuscript clearly defines the aim of comparatively evaluating the phytochemical profile and antioxidant potential of different parts of Dalbergia latifolia using multiple in vitro assays.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes foundational and recent studies concerning oxidative stress, antioxidants, phytochemicals and Dalbergia latifolia. The cited references effectively support the rationale and context of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = ExcellentThe research methodology is appropriate and well structured for the objectives of the study. The use of multiple phytochemical and antioxidant assays provides a comprehensive evaluation of the antioxidant potential of different parts of Dalbergia latifolia.

	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable 

The study is based on phytochemical and antioxidant assays in vitro and does not include human participants or animal experimentation that would require ethical approval.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The results are presented clearly and systematically with appropriate tables, figures, statistical analysis, and descriptive interpretation. The comparative findings among the different extracts are easy to follow and scientifically well explained.

	

	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


	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and necessary for presenting the comparative antioxidant and phytochemical findings. They effectively support the text and improve the overall understanding of the results.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature by comparing the observed antioxidant activities with previous studies on Dalbergia latifolia and related phytochemicals. The interpretations are scientifically relevant and well supported by references.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The conclusions are well supported by the experimental data and statistical analysis. The manuscript appropriately summarizes the assay-dependent antioxidant variations observed among the different parts of Dalbergia latifolia without overstating the findings.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript indirectly addresses some limitations through the future scope section, particularly the need for compound isolation and in vivo validation. However, the limitations could be discussed more explicitly, especially regarding the exclusive reliance on in vitro assays and the lack of detailed phytochemical characterization.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent. The references are relevant, sufficient in number, and appropriately support the background, methodology, discussion, and interpretation of the study. The manuscript includes a balanced combination of foundational and recent literature.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good. The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable scientific language. The content is well organized and easy to follow, although minor grammatical and stylistic revisions could further improve readability and flow.

	




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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	yes
	

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

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

	No
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