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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 study investigates the phytochemical composition and lipid-lowering potential of the ethanolic leaf extract of Pterocarpus santalinoides, a plant traditionally used for cardiovascular ailments. The quantitative identification of several bioactive compounds, notably vanillic acid, hesperidin, and flavone, provides useful chemical data. 
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	2
The title contains a critical typo in the genus name: "Pterocapus" instead of "Pterocarpus". This must be corrected throughout the manuscript but especially in the title. Suggested correction: PHYTOCHEMICAL PROPERTIES AND LIPID LOWERING EFFECTS OF ETHANOL EXTRACT OF Pterocarpus santalinoides LEAVES ON MALE ALBINO RATS
	

	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
The abstract is generally informative. However, it would benefit from explicitly stating the number of animals (40 rats, 8 groups) and the method of hyperlipidaemia induction.
	

	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
Acceptable.
	

	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
Yes, the introduction provides adequate background and is logically structured.
	

	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
	5
Clearly stated at the end of the introduction.
	

	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
Relevant. Some recent references (2022-2023) are included, but many older references (pre-2010) could be replaced with more current sources.
	

	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
The overall design is appropriate, but several deficiencies exist (see subjective evaluation). Most notably, the GC-MS quantification method is insufficiently described, and the atorvastatin dose appears unusually low.
	

	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
	5
Yes, ethical approval reference number is provided, and standard guidelines were followed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Results are understandable, but Table 1 (phytochemicals) has serious scientific flaws (SEM of 0.00, duplicate entries). Lipid profile tables are acceptable.
	

	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
Figure 1 (leaf photograph) is of very poor quality (blurred, low resolution) and adds little value. Table 1 requires major correction (see comments).
	

	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
	3
The discussion is excessively long (over 50% of the section is generic information on each phytochemical, unrelated to the actual results). A focused comparison with similar lipid-lowering studies on the same plant is needed.
	

	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
Mostly supported. However, the claim that 100 mg/kg was particularly effective for HDL-cholesterol is overstated because the standard deviation is large (±10.10), indicating high variability.
	

	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
	5
Yes, a well-written and honest limitations section is present
	

	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
Too many references (over 80). Some are not directly cited or are redundant. Pruning to the most relevant 40-50 would improve readability.
	

	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
Language is generally understandable but contains numerous typographical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent punctuation. Professional English editing is strongly recommended
	




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.

	NO. The genus name is misspelled (Pterocapus instead of Pterocarpus). This is a fundamental error. The title must be corrected to: PHYTOCHEMICAL PROPERTIES AND LIPID LOWERING EFFECTS OF ETHANOL EXTRACT OF Pterocarpus santalinoides LEAVES ON MALE ALBINO RATS
	

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

	YES, but it would be improved by adding the number of animals (40) and the induction method.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, major corrections are required.

    Table 1: SEM values of 0.00 are impossible; this indicates a calculation error or failure to include replication variability. The row "Apigenin" appears twice (2.36 and 0.00). "Tangeretein" is a misspelling of "Tangeretin".

    GC-MS methodology: Insufficient detail. The type of column, temperature program, internal standard used for quantification, and whether identification was based on spectral libraries or authentic standards must be provided.

    Animal numbers: The text states 53 rats were purchased, but only 40 were used in the main experiment. What happened to the other 13?

    Atorvastatin dose: 1.14 mg/kg is unusually low (typical doses in rat hyperlipidemia models range 10–20 mg/kg). A reference or justification is required.

    Dose-response inconsistency: In Table 2, the 200 and 300 mg/kg doses produced higher total cholesterol (220.57 and 215.06) than the 100 mg/kg dose (175.08), yet both were non-significant. This non-monotonic pattern needs explanation.
	

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

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

	YES, but too many. Older references (pre-2000) can be removed unless historically essential.
	

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

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

	NO. Ethical approval is documented.
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Mohammad Zamani Rarani, Hormozgan University of Medical Sciences, Iran
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