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

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JPRI_157834

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Evaluation of the Nootropic Activity of the Ethanolic Leaf Extract of Couroupita guianensis in Scopolamine-Induced Amnesia Models

	Type of the Article
	Research 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.
	This manuscript contributes to the growing body of research exploring plant-derived compounds as potential therapeutic agents for cognitive disorders. By demonstrating the nootropic and neuroprotective effects of the ethanolic leaf extract of Couroupita guianensis in well-established experimental models, the study provides valuable preclinical evidence supporting its role in enhancing memory and cholinergic function. The use of multiple behavioral paradigms along with biochemical validation strengthens the scientific relevance of the findings. Overall, this work highlights a promising natural candidate that may serve as a basis for future investigations aimed at developing safer and more effective treatments for Alzheimer’s disease and related cognitive impairments.
	



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
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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


	NA
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	



















































[bookmark: _GoBack]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 appropriate and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and key focus of the study.

	

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

	
NO
The abstract covers the major aspects of the study; however, it can be improved by including more precise quantitative results (e.g., percentage improvements or statistical significance values) and reducing minor repetition. Additionally, the conclusion should be slightly moderated to avoid overgeneralization of findings from animal models.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
NO (minor revisions required)
The study is generally scientifically sound, but certain issues need attention, including minor inconsistencies in experimental details (e.g., scopolamine dose variation), clarification of methodological steps, improved statistical reporting (inclusion of F-values or exact p-values), and correction of formatting errors in equations and tables.
	

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

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

	
NO
While the references are relevant, the manuscript would benefit from inclusion of more recent studies (last 5 years) related to plant-based nootropics, acetylcholinesterase inhibitors, and Alzheimer’s disease models to strengthen its scientific context.
	

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

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

	NO
The study follows ethical guidelines, including CPCSEA compliance and approval from the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC), and no major ethical concerns are identified.
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