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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	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 scientific community by providing experimental evidence supporting the anti-inflammatory and anti-ulcer potential of fermented Prosopis africana seeds. It helps bridge traditional knowledge with modern pharmacological validation and highlights the potential of functional foods as safer therapeutic alternatives. While further mechanistic and phytochemical studies would strengthen its impact, the work offers a valuable foundation for future research in plant-based therapeutics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally appropriate and reflects the main objectives of the study. However, it may benefit from improved specificity to better highlight the experimental nature and scientific scope of the work. Including terms such as in vivo, experimental evaluation, or pharmacological investigation could enhance clarity and academic impact.
Suggested alternative title:
In Vivo Investigation of the Anti-Inflammatory and Anti-Ulcer Potential of Fermented Prosopis africana Seeds
	

	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 generally informative and summarizes the aim, methodology, and key findings of the study. It clearly states the biological activities investigated and provides an overview of the experimental approach. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the specific experimental models used, the sample size, and key quantitative results (e.g., percentage inhibition or statistical significance) to enhance clarity and scientific rigor. Additionally, the conclusion may be strengthened by explicitly stating the broader implications of the findings. Overall, the abstract is adequate, but minor refinements would improve its completeness and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and employs appropriate experimental models to support its objectives. The methods and results are largely consistent with standard pharmacological research practices. However, clearer methodological details and more thorough statistical justification would further strengthen the scientific rigor and reproducibility of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant, but some appear outdated. Including more recent studies (from the last 5–7 years) on fermented functional foods, anti-inflammatory mechanisms, and experimental ulcer models would strengthen the manuscript’s scientific context. Adding updated and high-impact sources would improve the overall credibility and relevance of the study.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors, sentence structure issues, and occasional awkward phrasing are present and should be carefully revised. A thorough language editing—preferably by a professional editor or a fluent English speaker—would improve clarity, flow, and overall academic presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 detail)

No major ethical concerns are apparent. However, the manuscript should clearly state ethical approval from the appropriate institutional committee and confirm adherence to animal care guidelines. If this information is included, the study appears ethically compliant.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no apparent competing interest issues based on the content of the manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Based on the provided content, there is no obvious indication of plagiarism. However, a formal plagiarism check using an accredited detection tool (e.g., iThenticate or Turnitin) is recommended to verify originality and rule out unintentional overlap with existing literature
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	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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