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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.


	I find this manuscript quite valuable because it brings together a wide range of information on Bauhinia variegata, from traditional uses to modern pharmacological findings. Reviews like this are important as they help connect ethnomedicine with current research directions. It also highlights critical gaps such as standardization and clinical data, which could guide future studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is overall suitable and informative, though it feels slightly long. I would suggest a shorter and sharper version such as: “Bauhinia variegata Linn. (Fabaceae): Phytochemistry, Pharmacological Potential, and Future Perspectives in Nutraceuticals and Drug Discovery.”
	

	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 already provides a broad overview, but the style is rather rhetorical. It would be stronger if the authors could briefly mention how the literature was searched, give one or two quantitative highlights (e.g., IC₅₀ or active compounds), and emphasize the limited clinical evidence available.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The review is scientifically correct in general. However, many sections remain descriptive, and the strength of evidence would improve if more quantitative details and clearer taxonomy were added. Interpretation of the clinical part also needs to be more cautious.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fairly sufficient and many are recent, but I noticed some duplication and missing DOIs. It would be good to add a few essential references such as LPWG (2017) for taxonomy and Reagan-Shaw (2008) for dose conversion, as well as recent studies on standardization and pharmacokinetics.
	

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


	The English is understandable, but at times it reads more rhetorical than academic. Polishing the language for conciseness, consistency, and scientific tone will improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a comprehensive and promising review. To make it more impactful, I recommend the authors add a short methodology section for the literature search, strengthen the pharmacological evidence with numbers, clean up and update the references, and complete the figures/tables. Overall, it has the potential to be a very useful resource once revised.
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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 details)
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