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PART  1: 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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

Comment 1: The title, "Securidaca longipedunculata as a remedy against many physiopathology," is slightly 
ambiguous. Consider revising for specificity, such as "Pharmacological Potential of Securidaca longipedunculata: 
A Comprehensive Review of Traditional and Scientific Insights." This will align better with the systematic nature 
of the review. 

 
Comment 2: The abstract does not clearly state the significance of the updated meta-analysis. It would benefit 
from a brief mention of how this work advances existing knowledge or addresses a specific research gap. 

 
Comment 3: While the historical context is engaging, the introduction could be more concise. Streamlining this 
section to focus on the importance of Securidaca longipedunculata in traditional and modern medicine would 
improve reader engagement. 

 
Comment 4: The methodology lacks details about inclusion/exclusion criteria for studies and how the data was 
analyzed. Adding this information would strengthen the systematic nature of the review. 

 
Comment 5: Tables summarizing the pharmacological activities (e.g., Table 2) are well-constructed. However, 
the discussion accompanying these results could better highlight key trends and areas needing further research. 

 
Comment 6: The toxicological studies are presented effectively, but it would be valuable to include a comparative 
analysis or a chart summarizing toxicity thresholds across different studies for quick reference. 

 
Comment 7: The conclusion is broad, stating that the plant has pharmacological potential but requires further 
research. Adding specific recommendations, such as which pharmacological activities warrant more 
investigation, would make it more impactful. 
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Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

No, read comment 1.  

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. 

 

Check comment 2.  

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please 
write here. 

Yes.  

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

Add these references 
http://ibb.kpi.ua/article/view/296662 
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Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

yes  

Optional/General comments 
 

The overall work is good, I recommend it for publication after minor revision.  
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