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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 investigates the acute toxicological effects of Syngonium podophyllum on corneal tissue, which is a relevant topic in ocular toxicology and experimental pathology. Understanding plant-induced ocular damage is important for both clinical toxicology and preventive ophthalmology. The study has potential value in raising awareness about plant-related ocular hazards. However, methodological and reporting issues limit its current scientific impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Partially suitable.
The title reflects the general topic but does not fully clarify the experimental model and exposure condition
Suggested alternative title:
Acute Ocular Toxicity of Syngonium podophyllum Extract on Corneal Tissue in Rats



	

	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 not fully comprehensive and does not follow the structured format required by the journal. It should be reorganized into clear sections (Aims, Study Design, Place and Duration of Study, Methodology, Results, and Conclusion). Some results mentioned in the abstract are not clearly supported by the methodology and should be revised for consistency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains significant scientific and methodological inconsistencies. These include discrepancies between the study objectives, methodology, and reported results, unclear experimental design, and questionable reporting of anesthetic dosage. These issues must be addressed to ensure scientific accuracy and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is generally acceptable; No references are cited within the Discussion section. however, some references are incomplete and formatting is inconsistent with the journal style. Updating and standardizing references, including DOI where applicable, is required. Reference number 18 is cited in the text but is missing from the reference list.
	

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


	The language quality is below the required scholarly standard. Numerous grammatical, typographical, and stylistic errors are present. Professional English language editing is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	General Comment:

The manuscript addresses a topic of potential relevance; however, significant methodological, structural, and scientific inconsistencies are present. Several sections do not comply with the author guidelines of the Asian Journal of Research in Medicine and Medical Science, and key elements of the study design require clarification.

Required Revisions (Must Be Addressed)

Abstract

Does not follow the required structured format.

Must be reorganized into labeled sections:

Aims, Study Design, Place and Duration of Study, Methodology, Results, Conclusion, Keywords

Includes outcomes not clearly supported by the methodology.

Study Aim and Scope

Clear inconsistency between the stated objective (corneal toxicity) and reported outcomes (brain tissue and systemic inflammatory markers).

Either the study aim must be revised, or the methodology and results must be restricted to corneal assessment only.

Methodology

Experimental design is unclear and inconsistent.

Reported anesthetic dose (ketamine 5000 mg/kg) is scientifically unacceptable and must be corrected.

Dose-dependent effects are discussed in the Results, but multiple doses are not defined in the Methods section.

Classification of exposure as subacute is not justified based on the described duration.

Missing ethical approval details (approval authority and reference number).

Histological Analysis

Contains speculative language (e.g., “may show”, “likely to indicate”).

Histological findings must be reported as observed results, not expectations.

Results & Discussion

Results and Discussion are not clearly aligned with the study objective.

Figures and captions refer to brain tissue rather than corneal tissue.

Limited comparison with relevant previous studies.

Interpretation of findings is insufficiently supported by cited literature.

No references are cited within the Discussion section.

Reference number 18 is cited in the text but is missing from the reference list.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical tests are not appropriately justified.

Use of one-way ANOVA is questionable given the apparent number of experimental groups.

No mention of data normality testing or post-hoc analysis.

Back Sections (Missing or Incomplete)

Add the following mandatory sections:

Authors’ Contributions

Competing Interests (standard declaration)

Ethical Approval

Consent (state “Not applicable” if animal study)

Funding statement

References

Reference formatting does not fully comply with journal style.

Some references are incomplete or lack DOI/URL.

Consistency in citation style must be ensured.

Language and Technical Accuracy

Multiple grammatical and typographical errors are present.

Scientific terminology is used inconsistently.

Careful proofreading is required.

Final Recommendation:

Major Revision Required
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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