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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1- In the introduction part; there were some comments: 
A- It is recommended to mention what is “Aegopodum podraria L.”, and to 

which family it belongs. 
B- A brief definition of Umbelliferae is recommended to be added to the 

introduction. 
C- Actually, I do search for “Falaria vulari Bernh” and it is recommended to 

mention recent references of any information about this type of plants. 
D- It is suggested to assure the correct spelling of the plant mentioned in the 

introduction such as “Opanax”. 
2- In the results and discussion part there were some comments: 
A- Figure 1 and Figure 2 are found in the results and discussion part but the 

author didn’t mention in any part of the text that these figures are present.  
B- There is contradiction in this statement and I highlighted it by yellow: 

“Lipinski “rule-of-five” which states that the absorption or permeation of a 
molecule is more likely when the molecular weight is under 500 g/mol, the 
value of log P is lower than 5, and the molecule has utmost 5 H-donor and 10 
H-acceptor atoms (cLogP˂5, MW>500, HBD<5 and HBA<10)”. 

C- There is another contradiction that in the results the author mentioned that 
“no inhibition to the Cytochrome P450 isomers and the P-glycoprotein with 
the exemption of the CYP2D6 isomer”; meanwhile in Figure 3; SwissADME In 
Silico Pharmacokinetics Result for Falcarindiol, the exemption is for CYP2D9 
not CYP2D6. 

3- In the conclusion part, there was one comment: 
A- The sentence “The synthetic accessibility score of falcarindiol has also 

shown that it falls within the range of compounds that can be easily 
synthesized” is suggested to be moved to result and discussion part instead 
of conclusion part. 

4- In the references part, there were some comments: 
A- For the reference number 12 & 13; the word safower is wrong and the correct 

in the original articles was safflower. 
B- For reference number 30; the word fve should be replaced by five. 
C- As a general note on references; the author didn’t follow one system (the 

journal system) in writing references. For example in reference 29 he 
mentioned one of the authors as “Beard, H.,” while in the next reference 
he mentioned one of the authors as “Lipinski CA” without any dots or 
comma. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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) 
 
 

 
 
 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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