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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 manuscript contributes to the growing body of knowledge on the phytochemical characterization of medicinal plants, particularly Bryophyllum pinnatum, a species widely used in traditional medicine. The GC-MS profiling provides preliminary information regarding the presence of diverse secondary metabolites that may be associated with the plant’s reported pharmacological properties. Such studies are valuable for identifying potential lead compounds for future drug discovery, phytopharmaceutical development, and validation of traditional medicinal uses. Furthermore, the manuscript highlights the need for advanced analytical confirmation and biological evaluation, thereby providing a foundation for future phytochemical and pharmacological investigations.
	



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
	4 (Good): The title reflects the main objective of the study. However, it could be improved by specifying the extract used.
Suggested title: "GC-MS-Based Profiling of Bioactive Phytoconstituents in the Methanolic Whole-Plant Extract of Bryophyllum pinnatum (Lam.) Oken"

	

	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): The abstract summarizes the objectives, methods, findings, and conclusions adequately. However, inclusion of quantitative information such as the number of compounds detected and major compounds identified would strengthen it.

	

	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 (Good): Relevant keywords are provided. Consider adding "Medicinal plant," "Phytochemical profiling," and "Kalanchoe pinnata" to improve discoverability.

	

	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): The introduction gives adequate information regarding the medicinal importance and traditional uses of B. pinnatum. Some sections, particularly taxonomy and vernacular names, could be condensed and more emphasis placed on previous phytochemical and GC-MS studies
	

	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): The objective is implicitly stated but should be clearly presented at the end of the introduction as a dedicated objective statement.
	

	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): The review includes recent references; however, additional discussion of recent GC-MS and metabolomics studies on Bryophyllum/Kalanchoe species would strengthen the scientific context.
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
The methodology is generally suitable. However, several important details are missing:
· Extraction yield (%)
· Exact GC-MS instrument model
· Injection volume and split ratio
· Replicate analyses
· Quality control procedures
· Library matching criteria and match scores
· Retention index determination
These details are essential for reproducibility.
	

	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
	Ethical approval is not required for phytochemical GC-MS analysis of plant material.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory): The chromatographic results and peak tables are presented; however:
· Peak area percentages should be reported instead of only raw area values.
· Some identified compounds appear tentatively assigned and require stronger analytical justification.
· The discussion should focus on major compounds rather than listing numerous tentative identifications.
	

	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): The chromatogram and peak table are relevant. However:
· Table numbering is inconsistent (two tables are labeled as Table 1).
· Table 2 structures are incomplete or missing.
· Figure quality and labeling should be improved.
· Peak area percentage should be included.

	

	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 (Good): The discussion appropriately compares findings with published literature and acknowledges limitations of library-based identification. However, a more detailed comparison with previous GC-MS studies on B. pinnatum would strengthen the discussion.
	

	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 (Good): The conclusions are generally supported by the GC-MS results and appropriately acknowledge the tentative nature of compound identification.
	

	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 (Excellent): The authors have clearly acknowledged methodological limitations and the need for confirmatory studies.
	

	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): The reference list is adequate and contains recent publications. Nonetheless, some citations need verification because several 2025–2026 references may be difficult to access or confirm.
	

	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 (Satisfactory): The manuscript is understandable, but substantial language editing is recommended. Several grammatical errors, inconsistent nomenclature, punctuation issues, and formatting inconsistencies are present throughout the text.
	




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, with minor revisions recommended.
Suggested improvement: "GC-MS-Based Profiling of Bioactive Phytoconstituents in the Methanolic Whole-Plant Extract of Bryophyllum pinnatum (Lam.) Oken"
	

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

	YES, Suggestion: Include quantitative findings such as the number of compounds identified and the most abundant compounds.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO (Minor Scientific Revisions Required)
Suggestions for Improvement:
· Report GC-MS library match scores and retention indices.
· Include peak area percentages.
· Clarify whether identified compounds are tentative assignments.
· Verify detection of highly complex sterols/triterpenoids by GC-MS alone.
· Discuss possible contamination sources for phthalates.
· Include technical replicates and quality-control information.
· Avoid implying pharmacological activity solely on the basis of compound identification.
· Consider LC-MS/MS or NMR confirmation for key metabolites.
	

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

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

	YES. The number of references is adequate and includes recent literature. However, authors should verify the accuracy, indexing status, and accessibility of all 2025–2026 references before publication.
	

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

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

	No major ethical concerns were identified. The study involves phytochemical analysis of plant material and does not include human participants, animals, or sensitive biological samples. However, the authors should ensure that plant collection and authentication records are properly documented and that all references are accurately cited.
	



Reviewer details:
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