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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 is important as it bridges traditional Siddha medicine with modern pharmacological perspectives, offering insights into Pavanak Katukkay as a potential complementary therapy for nasal polyps. 
· By reviewing its phytochemical and pharmacological properties, it provides a scientific basis for a formulation long used in traditional practice. 
· The study not only contributes to preserving indigenous knowledge but also identifies research gaps that can guide future experimental and clinical validation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Evaluating the Efficacy of Pavanak Katukkay in the Management of Nasikapeedam (Nasal Polyp): A Review”, is clear.
	

	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.


	I reviewed the abstract carefully, and it is clear and well-structured, but it could be made more comprehensive and journal-ready with a few adjustments. Here are my suggestions:

Strengths of the Abstract:

· Clearly introduces the Siddha system and the context of Pavanak Katukkay.

· States the main aim (evaluation of phytochemistry and pharmacology).

· Mentions the gap in scientific validation and the need for further studies.

Suggestions for Improvement:

· Clarify the scope – Right now, it says the review “aims to explore botanical identity, phytochemistry, and pharmacology.” It would be useful to add that the review also compares with conventional therapies and highlights the potential role in integrative medicine.

· Avoid overuse of “efficacy” – Since no direct clinical trial evidence is included, words like “efficacy” could be replaced with “potential therapeutic value” or “promising pharmacological properties.”

· Add outcomes of the review – The abstract should briefly summarize what the review found, e.g., anti-inflammatory, immunomodulatory, mucolytic properties relevant to nasal polyps.

· Future directions – A sentence about research gaps (lack of clinical validation, need for systematic trials) should be placed at the end for stronger impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is directionally sound and largely scientifically appropriate for a narrative review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in your manuscript are adequate in number and cover both classical Siddha sources and modern pharmacological studies.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally clear and understandable, and it meets the basic standards for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides a valuable and timely review that integrates classical Siddha medicine with modern pharmacological evidence in the context of nasal polyps. The topic is relevant, the structure is clear, and the literature coverage is generally sufficient. The manuscript will make a strong contribution to the field of integrative medicine and traditional drug validation.
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	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 detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Saurav Howlader, Inje University, South Korea

