Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Natural Products from Burseraceae: Chemical Diversity and Pharmaceutical Potentials

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7672.5

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	FROM TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE TO MODERN PHYTOTHERAPY: SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE AND BIOACTIVE COMPOUNDS OF THE BURSERACEAE FAMILY

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 chapter presents a relevant and important contribution to the intersection between ethnopharmacology and phytochemistry pertaining to the family Burseraceae, which is a globally important yet relatively understudied taxon. It includes discussion of six genera (Boswellia, Commiphora, Protium, Canarium, Bursera, Dacryodes). The discussion of biodiversity preservation and phytotherapeutic drug discovery related to inflammatory and infectious disease management is particularly relevant to future drug development. Once the identified deficiencies are resolved, it will serve as a foundational reference chapter.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Well-crafted and thematically precise. No modification needed
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO 
Revision Required.

Critical issue: Abstract states search timeframe 2010–2026; Methodology states 2016–2026. Must be aligned.

Suggestions: Correct date range; add a brief limitations statement; expand Results summary to reflect all six genera from Table 1.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
Major Revisions Required.
Two references cited in-text (Okoye et al., 2014 and Viet et al., 2025) are missing from the reference list  .

PRISMA diagram numbers for ScienceDirect (n=3) and SciELO (n=4) contradict the Results text (ScienceDirect=4, SciELO=3).

Noguera et al. (2004) falls outside the stated 2016–2026 search window without justification.

Figure labeling confusion: both ‘Figure 2’ and ‘Figure 3’ appear to describe compounds from Boswellia and Commiphora  verify captions
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
Revisions Required.
Missing references (Okoye 2014, Viet 2025) must be added.

Out-of-scope references (Noguera 2004) require justification.

Scopus and Web of Science searches strongly recommended.

Reference formatting is inconsistent throughout.

Only 18 studies from 71 records across 3 databases is modest for a ~700-species family.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO.
No conflicts, plagiarism, or ethical concerns identified.
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