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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 manuscript addresses a critical and often underreported aspect of traditional medicine — the potential toxicity of commonly used medicinal plants in Uganda. As herbal remedies are widely used in many African communities, the lack of toxicological profiling poses significant public health risks. By compiling and analyzing available toxicity data, this review provides valuable insights that can guide safer use, inform public health policies, and stimulate further research in pharmacovigilance and ethnopharmacology
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "EVALUATING THE TOXICITY OF COMMONLY USED MEDICINAL PLANTS IN UGANDA" is understandable and fairly descriptive. However, the word "Evaluating" generally implies that the authors themselves conducted original experiments, whereas this manuscript is a review based on literature studies, not original lab or clinical evaluations. This could mislead some readers or reviewers.

Suggested Alternative Titles:

1. Toxicity of Commonly Used Medicinal Plants in Uganda: A Review

2. Toxicological Perspectives on Widely Used Medicinal Plants in Uganda
	

	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 comprehensive but could be improved by trimming redundancy (e.g., “generations to generations”), shortening the long list of plant names (listing 3–4 key examples like Warburgia ugandensis, Vernonia amygdalina, Prunus africana, and Abrus precatorius would suffice), and clarifying that the study is a literature-based review. Most importantly, all botanical names should be italicized, and species names should be written in lowercase throughout the manuscript to follow standard scientific conventions
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents accurate information on medicinal plant toxicity with appropriate references. However, minor issues like inconsistent detail across sections, unverified claims, and formatting errors (e.g., non-italicized botanical names) should be corrected to fully meet scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not fully sufficient. While some relevant sources are cited, many statements throughout the manuscript, particularly regarding toxicity effects, traditional uses, and prevalence statistics, are not properly referenced. Several important claims lack citations, weakening the scientific reliability of the review. Additionally, many references are outdated, and more recent toxicological studies and updated WHO reports should be included. It is strongly recommended to add citations for all major claims and strengthen the manuscript with more recent and high-quality references.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is understandable, but not fully suitable for scholarly communication. There are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, redundancy, and inconsistent sentence structures that affect the professionalism and clarity of the writing. The manuscript needs careful language editing to correct grammar, improve flow, and ensure formal academic tone throughout. A thorough proofreading or professional English editing is recommended before publication.
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