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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.

	This study provides crucial scientific evidence validating the traditional use of Tamarindus indica leaves for pain, inflammation, and anxiety. It identifies the plant as a promising source for developing safer, natural alternatives to synthetic drugs with adverse side effects. The findings lay a essential foundation for future research to isolate active compounds and develop standardized herbal medicines.
	

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

	The title is good and suitable
	

	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 good but not fully complete. It summarizes the key findings well (the "what"), but it lacks important details about the methods and context (the "how" and "why it matters"). This information is essential for a strong scientific abstract. As it stands, it feels more like a summary of positive results rather than a balanced scientific abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	While the main research may be solid, the way it is reported has serious flaws that weaken its scientific validity and credibility.
	

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

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

	
ok



	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript presents a clear pharmacological study of the traditional uses of Tamarindus indica leaves. The study design is straightforward and uses standard animal models to test analgesic, anti-inflammatory, and CNS depressant effects. The results are promising and indicate a dose-dependent effect, supporting the claims from ethnopharmacology. However, there are several significant weaknesses, especially in how the methodology is described, the presentation of results, and the depth of the discussion. These issues need to be resolved before considering publication in Pharmaceutical Science: New Insights and Developments. Please consider the following points:
1: The title and methods indicate that an aqueous extract was used. However, in section 2.2, the protocol mentions soaking powdered leaf in "2.5 L of either distilled water or methanol." This creates confusion and highlights a major flaw. Which extract was used for the reported experiments? The validity of the entire study depends on being able to reproduce the extract preparation. This needs to be clarified right away. If a mixed aqueous-methanol extract was used, it cannot be accurately termed an "aqueous extract."
2: The abstract’s keyword "Hole cross tests" is too specific and not a common major keyword. Broader terms like "CNS depression," "locomotor activity," or "ethnopharmacology" would work better.
3: Another important issue is the absence of any form of phytochemical screening or standardization of the extract. Without knowing the key phytochemicals, such as total phenolic or flavonoid content, or having a fingerprint chromatogram, it is impossible to guarantee batch-to-batch consistency or identify which compounds are responsible for the observed effects. This is a basic expectation in modern phytopharmacology studies.
4: Conduct at least a basic quantitative analysis of the extract, such as total phenolics and flavonoids. A qualitative GC-MS or HPLC fingerprint would be very useful.
5: The results section and the figure descriptions do not mention any statistical analysis. There are no p-values, standard deviations, or standard errors of the mean included. Statements like "significantly reduced" lack meaning without statistical support.
6: The descriptions of the results for the Open Field and Hole Cross tests are similar but somewhat unclear. For instance, the claim that "the tamarind extract groups maintained significantly lower movement counts" needs concrete data and evidence of statistical significance.
7: The discussion mostly repeats findings from other studies without offering a thorough critical analysis. It feels more like a list of literature than an actual discussion.
8: Though the introduction mentions possible mechanisms like COX-2 and GABA, the discussion does not effectively connect your findings to these mechanisms. For example, how does the writhing test result relate to peripheral or central mechanisms? How do your behavioral tests clearly indicate GABAergic activity instead of just suggesting it? A deeper discussion should interpret your results in light of the proposed mechanisms.
9: The references have several problems. Recent citations like Mukherjee et al., 2024, and Radha & Kusum, 2024, need careful review for relevance and credibility. Incomplete citations, such as “Narrative review; It is found tamarind extract...,” are not acceptable and must be properly formatted and verifiable.
10: Section 2.6.2 wrongly repeats the citation for the Open Field test (Walsh & Cummins, 1976) instead of providing the correct citation for the Hole Cross test.



	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

No
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