
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biochemistry International

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBI_15427

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Synergistic Phytochemical Profiling of Nigella sativa, Sphagneticola calendulacea, and Their Co-Extract: A Comparative GC-MS Analysis for Targeted PCOS Therapeutics

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



ART 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 research depicts a comparative Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry (GC-MS) investigation evaluating individual extracts of Nigella sativa (NS) seeds, Sphagneticola calendulacea (SC) leaves, and their intertwined combined co-extract (NS-SC). The base chromatograms mapped highly distinctive molecular footprints. The NS profile was anchored by the volatile therapeutic quinone Thymoquinone (1.44% at 12.239 min) alongside a dense essential lipid matrix comprising Hexadecanoic acid (20.95%) and major unsaturated octadecadienoate derivatives (>54%). Conversely, the SC extract demonstrated high antioxidant capacity, yielding substantial phenolic fractions (11.47%) and 1-(+)-Ascorbic acid 2,6-dihexadecanoate (8.19% at 29.710 min). Notably, the combined co-extract (NS-SC) achieved an excellent structural integration, cleanly preserving active parent markers including Thymoquinone (1.96% at 12.243 min) and core phenolic keys, while exhibiting a prominent recovery spike in the Ascorbic acid derivative (14.18% at 29.830 min) embedded inside a balanced lipid carrier environment. The absence of newly generated baseline fragments or destructive cross-reactivity indicates excellent chemical compatibility. These findings build a compelling biochemical rationale for utilizing the NS-SC combination matrix as a potential therapeutic intervention to address the complex metabolic and reproductive features of PCOS.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	




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, the title of the article is suitable.
	

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

	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.

1. The GC-MS equipment specifications and photograph should be included in the Materials and Methods section.
2. Improvements in the present analysis must be placed vis-à-vis the results reported in the recently established literature in tabular or graphical form.
3. The conclusion section needs to be supported with relevant data.
4. Limitations of this research and future recommendations are missing from the manuscript. They should be incorporated after the conclusion section.
5. The number of references used in this manuscript are not enough. Authors are suggested to use more recent literature as references in the present manuscript.

	

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

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

	It is recommended to include the following articles in the reference section.
1. Jagati P, Thaimei L. Pathophysiology and nutritional management of polycystic ovary syndrome in women of reproductive age group: A scoping review. Bharati Vidyapeeth Medical Journal. 2024 Oct 1;4(4):35-42.
2. Pham DC, Shibu MA, Mahalakshmi B, Velmurugan BK. Effects of phytochemicals on cellular signaling: reviewing their recent usage approaches. Critical reviews in food science and nutrition. 2020 Nov 12;60(20):3522-46.
3. Arshad MT, Ali MK, Maqsood S, Ikram A, Hossain MS, Aljameel AI, AL‐Farga A, Gnedeka KT. Dietary Phytochemicals in Cardiovascular Disease Prevention and Management: A Comprehensive Review. Food Science & Nutrition. 2025 Sep;13(9):e70872.
4. Cherian IV, Vijukumar A, Islam MM, Vikal A. Assessing the therapeutic potential of quercetin, a widely spread flavonoid, in the prevention and management of chronic and degenerative diseases through a modern Chinese medicine perspective. Pharmacological Research-Modern Chinese Medicine. 2025 Jun 1;15:100630.    
5. Grigorescu A, Riza AL, Streata I, Netea MG. Metabolic dysregulation of trained immunity in immune aging and the impact of dietary patterns. American Journal of Physiology-Cell Physiology. 2025 Aug 1;329(2):C456-70.   
6. Rosli SH, Lim XY, Krishnan P, Ahmad IF, Voon YL, Siau TC, Chan JS, Omar MH, Tan TY. Unveiling the safety, tolerability, and herb-drug interaction concerns of Hibiscus Sabdariffa L.(Roselle): A systematic scoping review of current evidence. Heliyon. 2026 Mar 1;12(3).  
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