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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.
	The manuscript explore a potentially important research area by providing a comparative GC-MS profile of Nigella sativa, Sphagneticola calendulacea, and their combined extract, with a focus on phytochemical constituents that may be relevant to the complex pathophysiology of PCOS. The study is particularly relevant because it identifies several major compounds, including thymoquinone, phenolic compounds, and fatty acid derivatives, that have previously been associated with biological activities of potential interest in metabolic and reproductive disorders. Therefore, manuscript has potential value as a preliminary phytochemical profiling study, provided that its claims regarding synergy and therapeutic effects are appropriately moderated.
	



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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	




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 title is relevant to general subject of manuscript; however, it overstates the findings by using the terms “Synergistic” and “Targeted PCOS Therapeutics.” The study is limited to comparative GC-MS phytochemical profiling and does not include pharmacological synergy testing, PCOS models, biological assays, toxicity assessment, or therapeutic efficacy evaluation. Therefore, the title should be revised to show the actual scope of the study. A more appropriate title would be:
“Comparative GC-MS Profiling of Nigella sativa, Sphagneticola calendulacea, and their Combined Extract: Phytochemical Characterization and Potential Relevance to PCOS”
	

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

	NO,
Abstract presents the major compounds and chromatographic findings but contains several conclusions that are not directly supported by the experimental design. Terms such as “excellent structural integration,” “recovery spike,” “destructive cross-reactivity,” “excellent chemical compatibility,” and “potential therapeutic intervention” require experimental evidence beyond GC-MS profiling. The increased relative peak area of a compound in the combined extract cannot by itself be interpreted as a recovery enhancement or synergistic effect. The abstract should be revised to clearly distinguish chemical profiling findings from biological or therapeutic implications and should explicitly acknowledge that no PCOS efficacy, antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, toxicity, or pharmacological synergy assays were performed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO,
The manuscript contains potentially useful GC-MS profiling data; however, substantial scientific revisions are required. 
The authors should revise the manuscript to clearly separate identified/putatively identified compounds, previously reported biological activities, and effects experimentally demonstrated in the present study. In particular, the sections entitled “Synergistic Evaluation of the Combined Co-Extract” and “Direct Therapeutic Relevance to PCOS Pathophysiology” require substantial revision.
Methodology lacks several essential details required for reproducibility, including the extraction solvent, solvent-to-sample ratio, extraction duration, number of extraction cycles, extraction temperature, final sample concentration, injection volume, injector temperature, GC oven temperature ramp rates, final hold time, MS ionization conditions, scan range, analytical replicates, and compound-identification criteria.
Some terminology and interpretations should be corrected. For example, phrases such as “elegant retention time,” “harmonious chemical blend,” “highly reactive antioxidant defense,” “ideal environment,” and “stable integrated chemical synergy” are promotional rather than objective scientific descriptions.
	

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

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

	NO, 
The manuscript contains a substantial number of references; however, the literature base requires updating and verification. A considerable proportion of the cited literature is relatively old.
The authors should incorporate more recent, high-quality primary research articles.
References should not be used to support conclusions that were not experimentally demonstrated in the present study. For example, previous evidence regarding the biological effects of thymoquinone or other phytochemicals does not establish that the present NS-SC co-extract produces those effects.
The authors should also verify references [20], [21], [45], [46], [48], [50], [52], [55], [60], [64], and [68] particularly carefully because these references are used to support important mechanistic, synergy, or therapeutic statements. 
	

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

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

	NO, 
No major human or animal ethical concerns are apparent because the study, as presented, involves plant material collection, extraction, and GC-MS analysis and does not report experimentation involving human participants or laboratory animals.
However, the authors should provide adequate documentation regarding botanical authentication and plant material provenance, including the plant authentication certificate number and/or voucher specimen information, if available. 
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