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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 study shows that plant-derived scaffolds are a low-cost and sustainable alternative for tissue engineering and wound healing. It provides a reliable method for preparing and evaluating these scaffolds. The findings offer a useful basis for future research on plant-based biomaterials. However, more studies on mechanical properties, cell compatibility, and animal testing are needed to confirm their clinical potential.
	



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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The title reflects the content of the study well. It would be better if it also mentioned the plant species used.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The abstract explains the general method and main findings, but it does not mention the plant species and lacks key numbers such as the DNA reduction percentage or haemolysis percentage. Also, the phrase "non-immunogenic behaviour" does not match the values reported later in the paper.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The keywords relate only to the methods used. It would help to add broader terms such as "wound regeneration" or the plant species name. There is also a minor formatting issue with missing spacing/commas between keywords
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The introduction is well organized and moves smoothly from the general topic to the study's focus, supported by relevant references. The specific knowledge gap the study addresses could be stated more clearly.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The objective is mentioned only briefly in one sentence at the end of the introduction, and no clear hypothesis is given. It would be better to state the objective more clearly and connect it directly to the wound-regeneration application mentioned in the title.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
Most references are recent and directly related to plant decellularization. A few could be updated further, but overall the literature used is appropriate and well connected to the topic.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The decellularization steps (decutinization, SDS, Triton X-100, bleaching) are described clearly and are consistent with published protocols. However, the plant species used is never named anywhere in the manuscript, which is a major gap for a methods section, since reproducibility depends on knowing the exact material used.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
Ethical approval for the animal work (rabbit blood collection) is clearly stated with an approval number and issuing institution.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement
Most results (histology, DAPI, SEM, DNA quantification) are presented clearly. However, the haemolysis results contain a serious contradiction: the text says decellularized leaves had significantly lower haemolysis, but the actual numbers show native leaf = 1.90% and decellularized leaf = 30.71%, meaning the decellularized scaffold had much higher haemolysis. This must be corrected before the results can be considered clear and accurate.
	

	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


	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
Figures are referenced appropriately (Fig. 1–5) and relevant to the text. However, the stomatal pore measurements (length, width, area) mentioned in the methods are never shown as data in a table or figure, and figure captions could include more detail (e.g., magnification, scale bars).
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The discussion connects each result well to previous studies (e.g., Gershlak et al., Crapo et al., Salehani et al.), showing good understanding of the field.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement
The conclusion of "outstanding hemocompatibility" is not supported by the reported 30.71% haemolysis value, which by the authors' own classification would indicate an immunogenic material rather than a biocompatible one. This inconsistency must be resolved before the conclusion can be accepted as valid.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The limitations section is honest and specific, mentioning missing mechanical, cytocompatibility, antimicrobial, and in vivo data, as well as small sample size and the need for clearer plant identification.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The reference list (23 sources) is sufficient in number and highly relevant to the topic, with good coverage of recent plant-decellularization literature.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are some language and formatting issues (e.g., "Gorss observations" instead of "Gross observations," inconsistent capitalization of "Triton-X-100," and a few awkward sentence structures) that need further editing.
	



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.

	YES
Suggestion: Add the plant species name to the title, since it is never mentioned anywhere in the paper.
	

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

	NO
The abstract should name the plant species, include key numbers (like DNA reduction and haemolysis percentages), and make sure its claim of "non-immunogenic" matches the actual results, since the current data shows the opposite.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
There is a major error in the hemolysis results. The text says decellularized leaves had lower haemolysis, but the numbers show the opposite (native = 1.90%, decellularized = 30.71%). By the authors' own scale, 30.71% means the scaffold is immunogenic, not biocompatible. This must be fixed, and the abstract, results, and conclusion must all match.
	

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

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

	YES
The references are enough in number, and most are recent (2017–2025) and related to the topic.
	

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

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

	NO
The authors used rabbit blood for testing and provided proper ethical approval from their institution. No ethical problems were found, only the data error mentioned above, which is a scientific issue, not an ethical one.
	





Reviewer details:
Walaa Hussein Khalifa, Egypt 
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