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PART 1: Review Comments 

 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments The chosen field is interesting as there is a constant concern to identify natural 
compounds with beneficial pharmacological effects. Ricinus communis root extract 
has been studied in detail for its antioxidant, anxiolytic, anti-inflammatory effects 
through recent studies. 
The method used is established in experimental studies, respecting scientific 
rigors, with 4 analyzed study groups. Easily reproducible experiments, with 
pertinent conclusions and pharmacological extrapolations, which constitute the 
premises of more in-depth studies. 
The conclusions are pertinent, the study opening the opportunity for future phyto- 
pharmacological research. 
The whole article respects the scientific conditions, it is written in a clear and 
concise way and with a bibliography focused on the topic, which could have been 
more generous. 

 

Minor REVISION comments  
More bibliographic indexes 

 

Optional/General comments The English used is correct, abbreviations are explained on first use in the text, keywords 
are chosen correctly. 
The bibliography is correctly written, but more bibliographic indexes are recommended. 
Minor revision, because in its current form I give a grade (>8-9) 
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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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