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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 manuscript manuscript is important to the scientific community in the following way:
1. It provides one of the first comprehensive pharmacognostical, physiocochemical, phytochemical, and HPTLC standardization profile for Picrorhiza Kurroa rhizome, also called Katurohini.
2. It establishes key quality control parameters and a validated HPTLC finger print that can be used to authenticate raw material and detect adulteration in herbal markets.
3. By linking traditional use to objective scientific data, the study supports safer, consistent use in Ayurvedic and herbal formulations.
4. Most importantly, it contributes essential reference standards needed for regulatory approval, GMP manufacturing, and future pharmacological research on P. kurroa.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Title: Please correct the spelling to Picrorhiza kurroa Royle ex Benth. And remove the period after the authority’s name.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Results: Please present all physicochemical and phytochemical data as Mean + SD from triplicate determinations. Avoid general statements like “parameters were determined”.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5 = Excellent
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Conclusion: The study has good scientific merit. After addressing the above minor and major issues, the manuscript will be suitable for publication in this journal.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 =Satisfactory
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	15. 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
	5 = Excellent
Section 2.8: Typographical error: Picrorrhiza and Picrorhiza
	




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.

	It is good, but needs 2 small fixes for clarity and scientific style.
3 Issues:
1. Spelling: Kurroa and Kurroa, Rovle and Royle. Correct authority is Royle ex Benth.
2. Punctuation: There’s a period after Benth.) that breaks the flow. Rhizome should not start a new sentence.
3. World order: “quality of evaluation” is redundant. “Standardization and Quality Evaluation” is the standard phrase.
I recommend:
Comprehensive Standardization and Quality Evaluation of Katurohini (Picrorhiza Kurroa Royle ex Benth). Rhizome through Pharmocognostical, Physicochemical, Phytochemical and HPTLC Studies.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
HPTLC Section 2.10.1: please provide complete HPTLC parameters: stationary phase, solvent system wit ratio, band width, application volume, development distance, detection wavelengths 254/366 nm, and post-derivation details. Also include Rf values of major peaks and comparison with reference standards of picroside I and picroside II.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
References: Please standardize the reference format as per journal guidelines. Correct spelling errors: Pharmaocgnosy and Pharmacognosy, Publishres and Publishers. Maintain consistency in author name formatting.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
Ethical Statement: Since P. kurroa is a CITES listed species, please add a statement in section 2.1 clarifying that the material was procured from commercial vendors and not collected from the wild.
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