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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.
	I think this manuscript brings something useful to the scientific community for a few reasons. First, it focuses on two plants—Drynaria quercifolia and Curcuma aeruginosa—that are used in traditional medicine for gout, but there hasn't been much cellular-level work on them. Most papers either test antioxidant activity or enzyme inhibition, but here they actually looked at how these extracts affect inflammatory gene expression in human monocytic cells. What I find interesting is that the effects aren't simply "anti-inflammatory" in the usual sense. The extracts lowered TNF-α, IL-6, and COX-2 as expected, but they also increased iNOS expression. That's a more nuanced, almost mixed response, which suggests these plants might modulate immune function in a way that's not just shutting everything down. That kind of observation is important because it tells us that natural products can have complex, context-dependent effects. Another point is that the study used non-induced THP-1 cells, which many researchers overlook. By doing that, the authors provide a clean baseline of how the extracts behave without extra inflammatory triggers. That baseline is actually very helpful for anyone who wants to design follow-up studies with stimulated models like LPS or MSU crystals. Overall, I'd say this work helps bridge traditional plant use and modern immunology, and it gives the field a solid starting point to explore more targeted, multi-pathway approaches for managing gout-related inflammation.
	



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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

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

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

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

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	    2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	



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.

	For title clarity and appropriateness, I give a score of Good (4 points)
	

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

	For abstract comprehensiveness, I give a score of Good (4 points). The abstract fully covers the background, purpose, methods, results and conclusions of the research, with only a small amount of missing details and slight misleading expressions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is NOT scientifically sound.
1.THP‑1 monocytes were not differentiated into macrophages, which invalidates the macrophage‑related claims.
2.No MSU crystal stimulation was performed; thus, the data cannot support any conclusion on gout inflammation.
3.The RT‑qPCR annealing temperature (46 °C) is unreasonably low and risks non‑specific amplification.
4.Conclusions are overinterpreted by extrapolating basal monocyte data to pathological gout conditions.

	

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

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

	NO！To be honest, your references feel a bit out of date and incomplete. Most are from before 2020, and you’re missing the latest key studies from 2022–2026 about gout inflammation, macrophage behavior, and plant immunomodulators. You also didn’t cite standard protocols for THP‑1 differentiation and MSU stimulation, which are essential for supporting your methods.
Please update with 8–12 recent, high‑quality papers to strengthen your work and keep it current.

	

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

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

	NO！There are no obvious ethical issues in this manuscript. The study only uses commercially purchased human THP‑1 cell lines and plant materials, without involving human subjects, human tissues, or animal experiments. No ethical approval or informed consent is required for this type of in vitro cell research.
	



Reviewer details:

Bin Zhao, The Affiliated Hospital of Jiangxi University of Chinese Medicine, China


Page 4 of 4
V240326


