	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 deals with a significant and interdisciplinary topic bridging traditional knowledge, phytocompounds and their biological activity associated with Burseraceae family. It has discussed and detailed upon the various medicinal species spread across different genera of Burseraceae family and their biochemical compounds with potential therapeutic activities proven by in vitro/ in vivo methods.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	2
Though the author declared that it is a systematic review approach, methodology lacks transparency and reproducibility.
	


Review Form (Review)
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	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	a) Time period is inconsistent, like 2010-2026 in abstract, while in methodology section, 2016-2026; Rectify this mistake
b) Add PRISMA compliance statement.
c) Add the details of inclusion and exclusion criteria during screening
Explain why only 18 studies remained after exclusion
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	N/A
Add a point on limitation and future needs in the conclusion section
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
a) There is overgeneralization of therapeutic efficacy of the cited family of species.
b) Add a point on the need for clinical validation as there are only in vitro and in vivo studies
	

	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
Add a point on limitation and future needs in the conclusion section
	

	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
	4
Ensure all references and citations are formatted properly and consistently;
Cross check in text-citations with reference list.
	

	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
	3
Yes, the language is satisfactory but avoid wordings like solid biochemical basis, high-precision selective filter, one of the most robust links, solid biochemical foundation, reservoir of pharmaceutical innovation. These words are too assertive for a review manuscript and overclaiming
	.





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
The title of the article is suitable and justifies the content of the article
	.

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract is not comprehensive; the methods section of abstract is unclear
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically correct citing relevant scientific articles.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The literature referred are recent, however, more reference articles must be reviewed for a review chapter.
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