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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.

	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it explores the medicinal potential of Cochlospermum tinctorium, a plant with traditional therapeutic uses yet limited comprehensive scientific validation. The detailed examination of secondary metabolites, antioxidant activities, and their correlations provides valuable insights into the plant's biochemical properties and its capacity to combat oxidative stress. By addressing a critical gap in the understanding of traditional medicines, the study not only validates indigenous knowledge but also paves the way for the development of novel therapeutic agents. The manuscript is particularly commendable for its rigorous methodology and thorough analysis, though minor improvements in clarity and
formatting could further enhance its impact.
	

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

	The current title, "Relationship Between Secondary Metabolites, Antiradical Activities, and Colour Characteristics of Cochlospermum tinctorium A. Rich. (Bixaceae) Root," is clear and informative but somewhat lengthy. While it adequately reflects the content of the manuscript, a more concise and engaging title could enhance its appeal and accessibility.
[bookmark: Suggested_Alternative_Titles:]Suggested Alternative Titles:
1. "Secondary Metabolites and Antioxidant Potential of Cochlospermum tinctorium Root"
2. "Biochemical and Functional Properties of Cochlospermum tinctorium Root Extracts"
3. "Antioxidant Activities and Metabolite Profiles of Cochlospermum tinctorium Root"
4. "Unveiling the Therapeutic Potential of Cochlospermum tinctorium: A Biochemical Study"
"Exploring the Antioxidant and Color Properties of Cochlospermum tinctorium Root Metabolites"
	

	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 of the article is informative and provides a solid overview of the study. However, it could benefit
from greater clarity, a better structure, and a more concise presentation of key findings. Here are my specific suggestions for improvement:
Suggestions forImprovement

          Add a Clear Objective:
1. The abstract does not explicitly state the main objective or research question of the study. Including a clear statement of the study's purpose at the beginning would provide better context.
Focus on Key Findings:
1. The current abstract includes data (e.g., numerical values for DPPH and HRSA) but lacks an explanation of their significance. Summarizing the key findings and their implications would make the abstract more impactful.
Simplify and Remove Redundancy:
1. Some sentences, such as those describing the methods, are overly detailed for an abstract. Simplify by summarizing the methodology in a single sentence.
Highlight Applications and Importance:
1. The abstract should explicitly mention the practical applications or broader significance of the findings, such as their potential in developing therapeutic agents.
Improve Flow and Coherence:
1. Rearrange the sentences to follow a logical progression: background, objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The manuscript is generally well-structured and follows a logical progression
	

	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.
	This manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound due to its comprehensive investigation of the biochemical, functional, and physical properties of Cochlospermum tinctorium root. The study employs well- established and widely accepted laboratory methods for determining secondary metabolites, antioxidant activities, and color characteristics, ensuring the reliability of its findings. The inclusion of statistical analyses, such as Pearson correlation and principal component analysis, adds depth and rigor to the interpretation of results, effectively linking metabolite content with biological activities. Additionally, the discussion integrates findings with existing literature, highlighting the manuscript's relevance and contribution to the understanding of the therapeutic potential of this medicinal plant.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited in the manuscript are both sufficient and recent, effectively supporting the study's context and findings. The inclusion of contemporary studies, such as the 2021 review on the traditional uses and pharmacological activities of Cochlospermum tinctorium, ensures that the manuscript is grounded in the latest research developments.
This comprehensive citation approach enhances the manuscript's credibility and provides a robust framework for its conclusions.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	[bookmark: Strengths:]The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas where improvements are needed to enhance clarity, readability, and grammatical correctness. Here’s an evaluation of the English quality:
Strengths:
1. Formal Tone: The manuscript maintains a formal tone, appropriate for a scholarly audience.
2. Technical Accuracy: The scientific terminology is accurate and consistent throughout.
3. [bookmark: Areas_for_Improvement:]Logical Flow: The structure of sentences supports a logical progression of ideas.
Areas for Improvement:
Grammar and Syntax:
1. There are occasional grammatical errors, such as subject-verb agreement issues and awkward phrasing.
2. Example: "Studies of secondary metabolites, functional activities and trichromatic parameters were realized according to standard methods of laboratory."
1. Revised: "The study of secondary metabolites, functional activities, and trichromatic parameters was conducted using standard laboratory methods."
Complex Sentences:
1. Some sentences are overly long and complex, which can hinder comprehension.
2. Simplifying these sentences without losing meaning would improve readability.
Consistency:
1. Terms like "anti-hydroxyl radical activity" and "radical scavenging activity" are used interchangeably. Consistent terminology would improve coherence.
2. Symbols like " " and " " should be formatted correctly or written out (e.g., "alpha" or "delta") for clarity.
Spelling and Typographical Errors:
1. Instances of misspelled or truncated words (e.g., "Afri- can" instead of "African") detract from the manuscript’s professionalism.
Flow and Transitions:
[bookmark: Recommendation:]1. Transitions between sections and ideas can be made smoother to guide the reader more effectively.
Recommendation:
The article would benefit from professional language editing to refine its grammar, punctuation, and syntax. This will ensure that the manuscript is polished and meets the high standards of scholarly communication. If needed, I can assist in revising specific sections for clarity and fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Rationale for Scoring:
Scientific Rigor :
1. The study is comprehensive, employs robust methodologies, and provides significant insights into the therapeutic potential of Cochlospermum tinctorium.
2. Well-supported by data and statistical analyses.
Originality and Contribution :
1. The research is valuable for its focus on a lesser-studied medicinal plant.
2. However, some aspects, such as the connection to traditional medicine, could be further emphasized to increase impact.
Language and Readability :
1. The language is suitable for scholarly communication, but minor grammatical and syntactical issues hinder full clarity.
Structure and Organization :

1. The manuscript is well-structured, but breaking some sections into subsections and improving the flow would enhance readability.
References :
[bookmark: Suggestions_for_Improvement:]1. References are sufficient and mostly recent, but a clearer statement on ethical compliance and competing interests would strengthen transparency.
Suggestions for Improvement:
· Refine the language for better clarity.
· Reorganize sections with subsections for easier navigation.
· Address minor formatting issues in tables and figures.
Overall, the manuscript is a strong contribution to the field and is nearly ready for publication with minor revisions.
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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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