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Review Form 3

PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript
and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

The manuscript explores the analgesic potential of cyclohexanone derivatives using established pain models in mice,
which is significant for developing new pain management agents. It offers insight into potential analgesics with fewer
side effects, crucial for improving patient outcomes, particularly in chronic pain conditions.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

The title is suitable for the research

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

The abstract is fairly comprehensive, providing a clear summary of the background, aim, methodology, results, and
conclusion. However, it could benefit from further conciseness and clarity, particularly in the methodology section, where
the doses and models used are a bit too detailed for an abstract. The key findings are well-highlighted, making it
accessible to readers.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

The manuscript's subsections follow standard scientific formatting, with Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion, and
Conclusion. These are appropriate and align well with the scientific structure expected in pharmacological studies.
However, some subsections, particularly within the results, might benefit from additional clarification in tables and figures
for better readability.

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

the manuscript adheres to scientific principles. It uses standard pain models (hot plate and tail flick models), follows
ethical considerations, and applies appropriate statistical analyses (ANOVA). The inclusion of dose-response
relationships and time-course evaluations adds depth to the study.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references cover relevant studies and methodologies, particularly regarding pain models and the chemical
properties of the compounds being tested. However, some references appear a bit dated or generalized, and the
manuscript could benefit from more recent literature on analgesic research to strengthen the discussion section.

Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

The language is ok except for a few typo error. The author will have to do some more proof before submitting

Optional/General comments
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feedback here)

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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