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PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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.
	The taxonomy, phytochemistry, pharmacological characteristics, traditional  usage,  ecological  significance,  and  conservation difficulties of Elaeocarpus ganitrus (Rudraksha) are all covered in
this comprehensive and integrated review. Researchers in phytomedicine, pharmacology, and ethnobotany will find this article useful    since    it    connects    ethnomedicinal    knowledge    with
contemporary pharmacological facts. The study provides a valuable
resource for upcoming experimental, clinical, and conservation- focused research by collecting a large body of material. Overall, the paper makes a significant contribution to our knowledge of the medicinal and ecological significance of Elaeocarpus species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the manuscript.
	







	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions
here.
	The abstract is broadly comprehensive and summarizes the major themes of the review. However, it would benefit from:
1)   Improved clarity and grammar
2)   Reduction of repetitive phrases
3)   Clearer distinction between traditional uses and scientifically validated pharmacological evidence

Suggestion: Briefly mention key pharmacological activities supported by experimental studies and reduce general claims.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The material collection and theme covering of the paper are good from a scientific standpoint. In most cases, the pharmacological claims are backed up by relevant literature sources. To prevent
overinterpretation, it is important to differentiate empirically proven data from some conventional and belief-based statements. To increase scientific rigor, minor errors in formatting, data repetition, and botanical nomenclature should be fixed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional
references, please mention them in the review form.
	Indeed, a significant number of references, including current research, are included in the book. The majority of the references are pertinent and bolster the review's content.

Suggestion:
1)   Make sure the citation format is consistent.
2)   When feasible, add or replace a few outdated references with more recent, high-impact researchCheck assertions about I.
3)   UCN status and worldwide production figures with reliable sources.
	







	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Although the English needs substantial grammatical and stylistic correction, it is nonetheless intelligible.
Among the problems are:
1)   Errors in sentence construction
2)   Verbosity and repetition
3)   Inconsistent use of scientific language

Recommend: Professional English language editing be done prior to publishing.
	

	Optional/General comments
	1)   Some figures and tables are repeated and should be consolidated.
2)   Scientific names should be italicized consistently.
3)   Redundant sections (e.g., repeated pharmacological property lists) should be merged.
4)   Clear separation between traditional beliefs and experimentally validated pharmacology is advised.
5)   The manuscript would benefit from a concise schematic summary highlighting phytochemistry–activity relationships.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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


	




Reviewer details:
Taleb Hossain Roman, International Islamic University of Chittagong, Bangladesh






