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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		 addresses	an		 important research		 area		by	 investigating		two phytochemical composition Nigella sativa, Sphagneticola		calendulacea,		 and	their combined co-extract in relation to PCOS. The comparative	GC-MS	approach		provides preliminary evidence that selected chemical markers from both plants remain detectable following		co-extraction.		This	work	 may support future research on multi-component botanical formulations targeting oxidative stress,		inflammation,			and		metabolic abnormalities associated with PCOS. However, the current findings are limited to chemical profiling and do not yet demonstrate biological activity, therapeutic efficacy, or pharmacological synergy.
	



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
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	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	

	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
	



	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed? Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not
	4 = Good
	

	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.
	No, you did not show here any therapeutics effects

Recommended title: Comparative GC-MS Analysis of Nigella sativa, Sphagneticola calendulacea and their Co-Extract: Evaluation of Phytochemical Compatibility.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
The abstract presents the background, method, and major GC–MS findings, but it overstates therapeutic synergy and PCOS relevance. It should clarify that the reported peak areas are relative values, compound identification is based on library matching, and no biological activity, toxicity, or PCOS efficacy tests were performed. You did not perform any biological or efficacy tests. The conclusion should be limited to phytochemical marker retention and possible chemical compatibility, with a clear recommendation for further biological validation.
	



	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO.
The GC–MS findings may be valid as preliminary phytochemical profiling, but several conclusions go beyond the evidence. The manuscript should avoid claiming confirmed synergy or therapeutic efficacy against PCOS because no biological, toxicity, insulin-sensitivity, hormonal, or ovarian function experiments were performed. The authors should also provide complete extraction and GC–MS methodology, I am so confused about the methods clarify compound identification as tentative library matching, report replicates and statistical analysis, and revise the discussion using more cautious scientific language.

You have only done chemical analysis, no replication, no clear-cut chemical analysis, no therapeutic & biological tests. Although this paper has great scientific importance. You can do small or large work, at least explain everything clearly.

	

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

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

The manuscript contains many numbered citations, but the provided version does not include a complete reference list, so their relevance, accuracy, and recency cannot be verified. The authors should add the full bibliography and include recent primary studies—preferably from the last five years—on PCOS pathophysciology, thermoquinone, phytochemicals, herbal combinations, and GC–MS compound identification. Each reference should be checked to ensure that it directly supports the corresponding scientific claim.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
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