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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 outlines a clear objective to evaluate the hepatoprotective properties of Bixa orellana. 
However, the hypothesis could be better articulated. A more explicit statement regarding the expected 
outcomes and underlying mechanisms would enhance the clarity of the research purpose. 

 

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

 

Title is suitable for this article  

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. 

 

Abstract is comprehensive  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Including a comparison with other studies on hepatoprotective agents could strengthen the discussion. 
This would help to contextualize the findings of this study within the broader field. 

 

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 study aims to provide insights into the potential therapeutic benefits of this plant extract for liver 
health.The methodology section provides a detailed account of the experimental procedures. If it is 
possible  include the liver function test of GGT and bilirubin.  

 

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

 Ensure that all references are up-to-date and relevant. There are a few references that could 
be replaced with more recent studies or additional pertinent literature. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
The manuscript generally adheres to scientific writing standards, but some sections could benefit from 
grammatical and stylistic revisions. Proofreading for clarity and conciseness is recommended. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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 feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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